TABLE 10.1: CRITERIA USED BY THE STATE TO SELECT LOCAL DISTRICTS
TO PARTICIPATE IN THE RIGHT TO READ PROGRAM

PHASE 1 | PHASE 2 | PHASE 53 | PHASE 4

CRITERIA -
Freq Pct |Freq Pct Freq Pct |Freq Pct

Prior trainine of local
district Right to Reac

Directors 2 6 5 16 4 13 1 3
Previous successful reading

progranms 3 10 2 6 2 6 0
Representation across urban, - -

suburban rural areas 16 52 10 32 10 32 2 6
Needs assessnien 3 10 1 3 ‘1 3 0
Nunmber of students 3 10 2 6 2 6 0
Teographical or regional :
19 61 |10 32 |12 391 26

represcntation

Willingness of local districts:
to comply with terms of

1greement/centract 27 87 25 81 23 74 4 13
Ethnic or racial composition 2 6 2 6 2 6 0
Random selection of school

districts 3 10 2 6 2 6 J
Ccmpetitive proposals 1 3 0 0 0
Volunteers 12 39 11 35 9 29 3 10

| Other. | 2 6 2 6 3 10
2 6 3 10 3 10 9 29

Does not apply
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criteria for selection of local districts (see Table 10.1). Also,
ten percent (3) of the State Directors indicate that the results
of needs assessments were used for developing criteria for selec-
tion of local districts for participation since 1971 but prior

to Right to Read, and 16 percent (5) of them indicate that needs
assessments had been used for this purpose since the State enter-
ed the Right to Read Program.

B. Criteria Used in Selection of Local Schools in the District
Right to Read Program

Table 10.2 illustrates how school participation in Right to
Read is regulated, according to the District Superintendent/
Assistant Superintendent. Twenty-one percent (19) of them in-
dicate that certain schools are selected by particular criteria.
In over 50 percent of the districts, either all schools are man-
dated to participate or only schools which volunteer are selected
for participation.

Sixty nine percent (63) of the District Superintendents/
Assistant Superintendents for Instruction indicate that all
schools in their districts have been included in the Right to
Read Program. Of the 12 percent (l1) that report that they
have not vet included schools that had volunteered for the Right
to Read Program, the major reason cited was not enough resources
to provide the program to all buildings.

C. Criteria Used to Determine Distribution of Right to Read
Services to Local Districts

Table 10.3 shows the criteria which are used by the State
to determine the distribution of Right to Read Services to local
school districts. The State Right to Read Director indicates
that size, geographic location, equal support to all districts,
and (listed under other) support requested by the districts are
the four most frequently used criteria for distribution of

services.
11§
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TABLE 10.2:
IN RIGHT TO READ

LOCAL DISTRICT- REGULATION OF SCHOOL PARTICIPATION

-

HOW PARTICIPATION IS REGULATED FREQUENCY PERCENT
Only schools which volunteer are 24 26
selected for participation
All schools are mandated to partici- 25 25
pate
Certain schools are selected by
particular criteria 19 2
No regulations exist at this time 15 17
6 7

Other

TABLE 10.3: CRITERIA FOR DETERMINING DISTRIBUTION OF RIGHT TO
READ SERVICES TO LOCAL DISTRICTS ACCORDING TO THE
STATE RIGHT TO READ DIRECTOR
CRITERIA FREQUENCY PERCENT
Size (i.e., population) 9 29
Ethnic compostion 2 7
Geographic location (e.g., urban,
rural, suburban) ) 11 36
Recommendations by State personnel 7 23
Results of students' need assessment 4 13
Results of staff needs assessment 7 25
Results of instructional system
needs assessment 7 25
Submission of a comprehensive plan
of action by the local school
districts 6 19
All local districts receive the same
amount of support 1 3
Other (includes as requested by 13 )

districts)

10.5

119

_\

APPLILD
MANAGEMENT
SCIENCES



A cross-tabulation of the two Criteria size and geographic
location indicates that 39 percent (12) of the States report
using size or geographic location, OT both of these criteria for
determining the distribution of all Right to Read services to
local school districts (see Table 10.4). Sixty one percent
(19) used neither criteria and thus aTe not adhering to the

tenets of the objective.

Table 10.5 illustrates the type of support and/or materials
that are provided to the districts by the States according to
the State Right to Read Director, the District Superintendent/
Assistant Superintendent for InstTuction, and the local district
Right to Read Director. The States more frequently provide
support and direction when it is needed to carry out the Right
to Read Program and its objectives, Tather than providing a com-
plete program or providing little OT no “support of any type.

The results of needs assessments are more frequently used
as criteria for determining the distribution of all Right to
Read services to local districts than for selecting local dis-
tricts for participation in the Right to Read Program. Table 10.3
shows the percent of State Right to Read Directors that indi-
cated that results of needs assessments are used as criteria for
determining the distribution of Right to Read services. Thirteen
percent (4) of them indicate the results of students' needs assess-
ments are used, 235 percent (7) indicate the results of staff needs
assessments are used, and 23 percent (7) indicate the results of
instructional system needs assessments are used. Also, when the
State Right to Read Directors were asked how the results of needs
assessments were used, 35 percent (11) indicated that since the
State entered the Right to Read Program the results of needs
assessments have been used for determining priorities for
funding allocations. Forty percent (36) of the District Super-
intendents/Assistant Superintendents for Instruction report that
their districts received funds from the State Right to Read Pro-
gram for Right to Read activities.
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AMOUNT OF OVERLAP OF CRITERIA SIZE AND GEOGRAPHIC

TABLE 10.4:
LOCATION FOR DETERMINING DISTRIBUTION QF SERVICES
TO LOCAL DISTRICTS
CRITERIA GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION
No Yes
N * 3
SIZE No 19 3
Yes 1
* Numbers in cells are frequencies
TABLE 10.5: TYPE OF SUPPORT/MATERIALS SUPPLIED BY

THE DISTRICTS

THE STATE TO

TYPE OF SUPPORT SRTR* - DSASI LRTR
Freq Pct Freq Pct Freq Pct

Provide support and

direction when needed

in carrying out pro-

gram and its objec-

tives 27 87 78 86 502 73
T ———

Provide complete pro-

gram to adapt/adopt

in district 4 13 3 3 43 6
o ———

Provide little or no :

support of any type :

to the district 0 0 10 11 117 17

* SRTR - State Right to Read Director

DSASI - District Superiatendent/Assistent Superintendent
for Instruction
LRTR - Local District Right to Read DirectoT

\
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D. Criteria Used to Determine Distribution of Right to Read
Tervices EFrom Local Districts to the Schools

At the local level, 47 percent (43) of the District Super-
intendents/Assistant Superintendents for Instruction report that
there are criteria that Right to Read schools in their districts
must comply with to be considered participating Right to Read

schools. The five most frequently reported criteria are:

in-service training and/or staff development;
adherance to district reading program,

working arrangement between teacher and volunteers;
teacher commitment to Right to Read; and

criteria determined by local and State Right to Read
staff.

Forty-four percent (40) of the District Superintendents/Assistant
Superintendents for Instruction indicate the results of needs

assessments were used for allocating funding priorities.

At the school level, 49 percent (398) of the teachers and
50 percent (79) of the principals indicate the district supplies
materials, staff, and other support to help them conduct or carry
out their reading programs. Thirteen percent (103) of the teach-
ers and 2S percent (44) of the principals indicate that the
district sets specific firm guidelines for the conduct of the
reading programs, while 31 percent (255) of the teachers and 15
percent (23) of the principals indicate that the district does
little or nothing to assist in carrying out their reading pro-

grams.

Twelve percent (11) of the District Superintendents/
Assistant Superintendents for Instruction indicate that no
support and/or materials have been made available to the Right
to Read Schools and not to others in their district. On the
other hand, in the other districts, support and/or materials
have ~een made available to Right to Read Schools but not to
others. As reported by the District Superintendents/Assistant
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Superintendents for Instruction, the support and/or materials
that are most frequently made available to Right to Read
Schools but not to others are listed in Table 10.6.

E. State Levei Rating of Selecting Geographically Represent-
ative Districts

Ten percent (3) of the Chief State School Officers, State
Assistant Superintendents for Instruction and State Right to Read
Directors rated the objective "to select geographically repre-
sentative districts' as one of the five most important in their
State. Thirty-five percent (11) of the Chief State School
Officers and 48 percent (15) of the State Assistant Superinten-
dents for Instruction and State Right to Read Directors rated
this objective as one of the five least important objectives.
While geographic location is rated as an important criterion for
distribution of services (and for selection of participating
districts), the National objective of selecting districts which
are geographically representative of the State population is
rated as one of the five least important objectives.

F. Measures of Effectiveness of Even Distribution of
Services

Table 1..7 shows the reasons, cited by the State Right to
Read Directors, why local districts have dropped out of par-
ticipation in Right to Read. Forty-eight percent (15) indicate
loss of local district Right to Read Directors as the prime
reason. Thirty-nine percent (12) indicate that none have drop-
ped out. Thus, lack of participation is usually related to the
status of the local district Director, rather thai %to the es-
tablished criteria for inclusion in Right to Read.

At the school level 88 percent (80) 0of the District Super-
intendents/Assistant ‘uperintendents for Instruction report
that no schools have been dropped from participation in the
Right to Read Program. Only four District Superintendents in-
dicate thev have dropped schools from pmrticipation in Right
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TABLE 10.6: MOST FREQUENT TYPES OF SUPPORT AND/OR MATERIALS
PROVIDED TO RIGHT TO READ SCHOOLS BUT NOT TO OTHER
SCHOOLS IN THE DISTRICT

SUPPORT AND/OR MATERIALS FREQUENCY PERCENT
‘Supplementary reading materials r 15 16
Workshops 11 12
Consultant services of Right to Read

Director

More money
Volunt=er tutors

TABLE 10.7: REASONS CITED BY STATE RIGHT TO READ DIRECTORS FOR
DISTRTCTS DROPPING OUT OF PAKTICIPATION IN RIGHT TO

READ
REASONS FREQUENCY PERCENT
None have dropped cut 12 39
Loss o local district Right to Read
Director 15 48
Failure to comply with terms of the .
State/local district agreement 6 19
Desire of district to terminate
involvement 7 23
Part of planned rotation of local
districts through Right to Read
Program 2 6
Evidence of non-success of Program
in local district 3 15
QOther 2 5
s
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The two areas in which services were primarily provided to
local districts by the State Right to Read Program were training
and technical assistance. Local district Right to Read Di-
rectors uniformly reported that their training was useful to
them in enabling them to assume the responsibilities of their

.position (see Chapter 1ll). Therefore, it may be assumed that

services related to training were distributed on an even

basis to all local district Directors.,

Similarly, an assessment was made of the distribution of
technical assistance services by the States. The responses bv
the local Directors to the question "Has the technical assistance
vou have received from the State Right to Read Program been
sufficient?" were examined for disparity of opinion. Table 7.5
illustrates the differences in ratings across all local Di-

rectors in the 31 States.

In addition, these ratings were compared within States, so
that it could be determined if all local Directors within one
State rated the technical assistance they received as fully
sufficient, barely sufficient, or not at all sufficient for
their needs, or if the ratings across Directors within one
State differed considerably. If the ratings were similar with-
in the State, the conclusion was that all districts within the
State were receiving technical assistance at the same level of
needs fulfillment. If ratings were dissimilar, the conclusion
was that one district's needs were being fulfilled more than
another district's needs. This situation would comprise an
uneven distribution of technical assistance services. In 74
percent of the States, distribution was uneven based on this

operational definition.

G. Summary

The State Right to Read Program has not been distributed

evenly across districts in the State by any of the following
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e geographic representation;
e student population; and
e local district assessment of effectiveness of
equitable distribution of services.
The major criterion used to select local districts for
‘participation in Right to Read is willingness of the local
district to comply with the terms of the agreement/contract.

At the local district level, the majority of participating
districts mandate all schools within the district to participate
in the Right to Read Program. Lack of resources is the major
reason cited by the District Superintendents for not including
schools that have volunteered to participate in Right to Read.
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11

TRAINING

To what extent have the SEAs arranged for and assisted in

the training of reading teachers and LEA administrative

personnel? What are the indicators of success 1in such

training efforts?

The Rules and Regulations, subpart D - Right to Read Grants,
Federal Register, Vol. 40, No. 90 - Thursday, May 8, 1975 stip-
ulated the following be provided in the training of local dis-

trict Right to Read Directors:

"An exemplary training program for administrators responsi-
ble for reading programs in selected local educational
agencies within the State, including training in (a) the
teaching of basic reading skills, (b) organizational and
administration skills, (c) interpersonal relations skills
directed toward community involvement and the change pro-
lcess, (d) planning strategies, (e) the preparation of
,administrative support materials for reading programs,

.(f) tae development and carrying out of tutoring projects
:in reading and the preparation of tutors for such pro- -
'jects, and (g) approaches to the provision of effective i
reading instruction for various target populations.” ;

Under the new rules for the Title VII - National Reading
improvement Act, Part B - State Reading Improvement Programs,
the agreement between the Commissioner and the State Agency:

"sets forth criteria for the selection or designation
and training of personnel (such as reading specialist
and administrators of reading programs) engaged in pro-
grams assisted under this part, including training for
private elementary school personnel, which shall in-
clude qualifications acceptable for such personnel.’

12%
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A, State Level Description of Training Activities

Training, an essential component of the Right to Read Pro-
gram, varies considerably across the 31 States and program Years
in terms of time requirement, content and the number of local
Right to Read Directors and other district personnel being

trained. These topics are discussed separately in this chapter.

1. Time Requirement

Until the end of fiscal year 1975 the National guideline for
training activities required 240 hours of training in the Di-
rectors' first program year. Subsequent to this time, the hourly
requirement was eliminated as a result of States' desire to
provide services to more districts without the hourly constraint.
There were no National guidelines for training in subsequent
years of the Directors' participation in_ the Right to Read Pro-
gram, but many States established their own hourly requirement.

Over forty-five percent (14) of the States provided 240
hours of training or more for local district Right to Read Di-
rectors in the Directors' first program year. Another 26 per-
cent (8) of the States provided between 120 and 240 hours 1in the
Directors' first program year. Thus, over 70 percent (22) of
the States provided at least 120 hours of Right to Read training
for local district Right to Read Directors in the first year
the Directors were participating in the program. See Table 11.1
for the frequency distribution of amount of time provided for

training across States in the first program year.

States in the second year of the program provided a median
of 120 hours of training for local district Right to Read Di-
rectors. A median of 80 hours of training was provided in the
third vear, and essentially there was no median number of hours
of training provided in the fourth year of the program. How-
ever, data collection occurred early in the fourth year for many
States, and training activities were planned for later in that

program year.
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'TABLE 11.1:

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF AMOUNT OF TIME RE-
QUIRED BY STATES FOR TRAINING OF LOCAL DIS-
TRICT RIGHT TO READ DIRECTORS IN THEIR FIRST

PROGRAM YEAR

HOURS FREQUENCY | PERCENT
0 4 12.9
30 1 3.2
50 ! 3.2
80 1 3.2
100 2 6.5
120 2 6.5
180 2 6.5
200 2 6.5
2290 2 6.5
240 13 41.9
300 1 3.2
TOTAL 31 100.0

(Y
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Sixty-one percent (19) of the States required local dis-
trict Right to Read Directors to make up lost days of training.
As an outcome of district Directors' attendance in all training
sessions, Directors may receive up to nine semester, OT up to
12 quarter hours of university credit in many States.

2. Content of Training

The content of the training for local district Right to Read
Directors was, for the most part, consistent across States and
program years. Over half of the States placed a great deal of
emphasis on eight major areas in the Directors’ training in
each of the program years. Table 11.2 depicts the eight content
areas emphasized by at least half the States in the first three

program years.

3. Number of District Personnel Who Have Received Training

Providing training for local district Right to Read Direc-
tors is rated as one of the five most important objectives in
the State by 71 percent (22) of the State Right to Read Di-
rectors. The importance of this objective is corroborated
by the fact that there were 904 local district Right to Read
Directors trained in the first program year, 1,600 in the second
program year, 2,025 in the third program year, and 150 in the
fourth program year in the States. In addition, at least
Z,870 principals and 9,267 teachers have received State-pro-
vided Right to Read training. Table 11.35 depicts the number of
local Directors who have received training from tre State since

the inception cf Right to Read.

The median number of principals who have received State-
provided Right to Read training is 95. The median number of
hours of training provided to them is 23, with a range of

0 to 500 hours across States.
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TABLE 11.2: CONTENT AREAS OF RIGHT TO READ TRAINING THAT RECEIVED
A GREAT DEAL OF EMPHASIS BY A MAJORITY OF STATES

— FIRST PRO- | SECOND AND THIRD|’
CONTENT AREAS GRAM YEAR PROGRAM YEARS
Freq Pct Freq Pct
Curriculum development * * 16 52
Organization and administration 26 84 22 71
Community relations . 20 _65 19 61
Change agent strategics | 26 84 20 65
Interpersonal relatiom: 22 71 16 52
Evaluation of reading programs 19 61 21 68
Strategy planni=ng 24 77 24 78
Diagnostic/prescriptive approach 20 65 19 61

% curriculum deveiopment was not emphasized by over half the States
during the first progzram year

TABLE 11.3: NUMBER OF 1LOCAL DISTRICT DIRECTORS TRAINED SINCE
IMPLEMENTA'I0; OF RIGHT TO READ

NUMBER OF DIKZCTORS NUMBER OF STATES PERCENT OF STATES
0 - 49 19 32
50 - 99 6 19
100 - 145 4 13
150 - 199 1 3
200 - 249 2 7
250 - 300 5 16
300+% % 3 10
Total 31 100

%% One State combined the number of Directors and the number of other
personnel trained. 1.8;1
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A median of 72 teachers received Right to Read training.
They received a median of 300 hours of training, with a range

of 0 to 603 across States.

B. Local District Level Perception of Training Activities

1. Time Requirement

The amount of training local district Right to Read Direc-
tors received in each program year is somewhat difficult to dis-
cern. Some district Directors received first year training,
while others received follow-up training in the same program
year. Nonetheless, in the 1972-73 program year, which was the
first program year for everyone being trained that year, five
percent (37) of the local district Right to Read Directors re-
port receiving between 200 and 280 hours of training. Six per-
cent (40) of the directors received between 0 and 200 hours of
training that year. See Table 11.4 for a frequency distribution
of the number of training hours local district Right to Read
Directors received during the 1972-73 program year.

Twenty percent of the local district Right to Read Directors
report receiving at least 120 hours of training during the
1973-74 program year. Table 11.5 displays the range of training
hours provided in 1973-74. Twenty-six percent of the local
Directors report receiving at least 120 hours of training in
1974-75. See Tables 11.6 and 11.7 for the 1974-75 and 1975-76

distributions of training hours received.

On the average, the local district Directors report re-
ceiving slightly fewer hours of training than the number re-

quired by the State for all four program years reported.

2. Content of Training

Over 40 percent of the local district Right to Read Di-
rectors report that the training they received from the State
in their first year in the program emphasized primarily curri-
culum rather than organizational development topics. There is

11.6
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TARLE 11.4: HOURS OF TRA
4 INING PROVIDED TO D
TO READ DIRECTORS IN 1972-1973L0CAL TSTRICT RIGHT

HOURS

| FREQUENCY |- PERCENT
Less than 40 19 2.8
10-119 _ : L5 ;2
120-199 i '
200-239*% 2 g.z
240-279 - '
150 or more 4 35 5.1
None ~4 00
Not Local District Right to Read > >
Director That Year . 285 41.5

_No Response 285 41.5

__TOTAL 637 | 100.0

s - 1
Median hours reported by State Right to Read Director was 210

TABLE 11.5: HOURS OF TRAINING PR
NIJ OVIDED TO LoCAL DIS CT
RIGHT TO READ DIRECTORS IN 1973-1974 TR

| HOURS FREQUENCY PERCENT
Less than 40 . 55 8.0
40-119 ‘ 62 9.0
120-199* ) 28 4.1
200-239 ' 18 2.6
240-279 . 66 9.6
280 or more 21 3.1
None 37 5.4
Not Local District Right to Read
Director That Year 193 28.1
| No Response 207 30.1
| TOTAL 637 100.0
* Median hours reported by State Riglit to Read Director \l”O
;Jiﬁﬂhx
SCIENCES
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TABLE 11.6: HOURS OF TRAINING PROVIDED TO LOCAL DISTRICT
RIGHT TO READ DIRECTORS IN 1974-1975

HOURS . FREQUENCY PERCENT
Less than 40 . 164 23.9
40-119%* 116 16.9
120-199 ’ 75 10.9
200-239 ' 29 4.2
240-279 , 55° 8.0
280 or more 22 3.2
None 34 4.9
Not Local District Right to Read

Director That Year ' 44 4
No Response . 148 21.5
TOTAL 687 100.0

* Median hours reported by State Right to Read Director was 80.

TABLE 11.7: HOURS OF TRAINING PROVIDED TO LOCAL DISTRICT
RIGHT TO READ DIRECTORS IN 1975-1976

HOURS FREQUENCY | PERCENT
Less than 10 252 36.7
10-119 10 5.8
120-199 * 5 0.7
200-239 2 0.3
240-279 _ 4 - 0.6
280 or more 0 0
None 83 12.1
yot Local District Right to Read 3

Director That Year 2.5
No Response 8 11.3
TOTAL 6387 100.0
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slight variance between the topics the local district Right to
Read Directors and State Right to Read Directors have identified
as having been emphasized a great deal during training. Table
11.8 displays the topics or content areas receiving a great deal
of empha51s in training according to the local district Right
to Read Directors. This table may be compared to Table 11.2.

The following topics were included in the initial training
provided to local Directors, but not with a great deal of

emphasis:

community relations;
change agent strategies;
interpersonal relations;

preparation of administrative support materials
for reading programs;

® 6 o >

e development and carrying out tutoring projects 1in
reading; and

¢ dissemination techniques.
The content areas discussed above were provided in the local
Directors' second and third years of training as well, but with

less emphasis than in the first year.

Local district Right to Read Directors report that their
training was useful in enabling them to assume the responsibili-
ties of the position, and over 30 percent perceive the training
in the content areas which were emphasized a great deal to be

very useful.

5. Training Improvement

The major area for improvement of training activities,
according to the local district Right to Read Directors, was
not in the area of instructional mode of presentation or in-
structional content, but in the area of types of participants
in the training sessions. Local Directors generally desire

principals and teachers to be included in training sessions,

11.9
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TABLE 11.8: CONTENT AREAS EMPHASIZED IN TRAINING AS REPORTED
BY THE LOCAL DISTRICT RIGHT TO READ DIRECTORS

COMNTENT AREA FREQUENCY PERCENT
Curriculum development 294 43
Organization and Administration 411 60
Basic reading skills instruction 329 48
Evaluation of reading programs 325 47
Strategy planning 285 - 41
Diagnostic/prescriptive approach 292 43

TABLE 11.9: TRAINING IMPROVEMENTS DESIRED BY LOCAL DISTRICT
RIGHT TO READ DIRECTORS '

IMPROVEMENT FREQUENCY PERCENT
Shorter training 66 10
Longer training 52 8
More variety in presentation modes 12 16
Different type of presentation modes 60 9

Interaction between new Right to Read
Directors and those with some ex-

Derience 278 41
“lore interaction between participants 117 17
More interaction between participants

and instruciors : 71 10
Instructors need better mastery of

subject matter 58 8

More explicit statement of the
training objectives 179 26

More explicit statement of how the
training objectives relate to job

description 194 28
Principals should be included 384 49
Teachers should be included 253 37
No Improvement 84 12

)
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and they would like to have the opportunity to interact with
more experienced Directors in the training sessions. Table 11.9
shows the frequency distribution of the kinds of improvements
local Directors desire in training activities. As noted in

the table few local district Right to Read Directors were dis-

satisfied with the length of training provided to them. An

important outcome to consider in light of the differential be-
tween the hours of training they received and the National guide-
line is the fact they are essentially satisfied with the amount

and content cf the training they received.

C. National Right to Read Training

Though the State component of Right to Read is being
assessed, the Natioﬁal component in terms of the provision and
content of training must be examined in erder to determine the
existence or lack of a relationship between the training the
State Right to Read Directors received and the training they
provided to local district Right to Read Directors.

State Right to Read Directors were typically provided with
less than 40 hours of training across program years, although
some Directors received from 41 to 120 hours. The training they
received, for the most part, consisted of organization develop-
ment and administrative skills (e.g., change agent strategies
and strategy planning), which was considered useful. The curri-
culum and program development, evaluation, and related topics
in reading were addressed but they Were not major areas of
emphasis. What emphasis these topics did receive was perceived
as useful in enabling the State Right to Read Directors to
assume the responsibilities inherent in the position of State

Right to Read Director.
Summary
———————————

he content of the training provided to local district Right

o Read Directors foilows the guidelines set forth in the Right
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to Read Rules and Regulations. The hourly provision of training
is less than the National guideline that was in existence through
1975. However, local district Directors indicate that the amount

of training they received was adequate.
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12

NEEDS ASSESSMENT

To what extent have the SEAs developed a comprehensive
nlan of action which addresses needs assessment of pre-
school children, public and private school children,
adults, administration and organization development for
both LEAs and the SEA, teacher and administrator train-
ing institutions?

Under the Rules and Regulations, subpart D - Right to Read
Grants, Federal Register, Vol. 40, No. 90 - Thursday, May 8, 1975

the States must carry out:

"Statewide surveys and needs assessments to deter-
{mine the state of the art in reading and reading

{ instruction."

Also, activities governed under these Rules and Regulations must:

"(i) relate to the reading problems of both child-
ren and adults and (ii) address administrative,
' systemic problems, as well as learning problems at
. the classroom or individual learner level."

No specific stipulations for needs assessment e.list in the new
rules for the Title VII - National Reading Improvement Act,
Part B - State Reading Improvement Programs.

A Description of Needs Assessment Activities at the State
Level

Needs assessment activities related to the National ob-
jectives were rated by the State level personnel. Table 12.1
shows the number of State-level personnel who rate these activi-

ties among the five most important objectives for the success of
139
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TABLE 12.1: RATINGS OF NEEDS ASSESSMENT ACTIVITIES AMONG
THE FIVE MOST IMPORTANT OBJECTIVES FOR THE
SUCCESS OF THE RIGHT TO READ PROGRAM IN THE
STATE

i ]
ACTIVITY . _Csso* SASI SRTR
Freq Pct Freq Pct|{ Freq Pct

Assess the needs, resources and
direction of reading in the
State Agency in relation to the

Right to Read Program 3 10 11 35 5 16
Conduct a statewide assess-

ment of the state-of-the-art

of reading 3 10 9 29 10 32
Assist local educational

agencies in assessing needs

of pupils, teachers, and

institutions 12 39 16 52 12 39

* CSSO - Chief State School Officer
SASI - State Assistant Superintendent for Instruction

SRTR - State Right to Read Director
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the State Right to Read Program. In addition, 32 percent (10)
of the State Assistant Superintendents for Instruction ranked
assessing needs in the area of reading as being essential for
the success of the Right to Read Program in the State.

Ninety-three percent (29) of the States have conducted a
needs assessment since the State entered the Right to Read Pro-
gram. Sixty-eight percent (21) of the State needs assessments
were planned by the State Right to Read Staff and/or other State
Education Agency personnel. Seventy-one percent (22) of the
States assessed needs of student populations. Tables 12.2 and
12.35 illustrate the groups included in State needs assessments
and the additional sources used in establishing needs. The
median number of reading needs assessments conducted in States

in the past five years is one. .

Table 12.4 displays the uses of the needs assessment re-
sults. The most popular uses appear to be program development

or documentatinsn at the State level.

B. Local District Level Needs Assessment Activities

Seventy-one percent (22) of the State Right to Read Di-
rectors report providing technical assistance to local districts
in needs assessment. This can be corroborated by the fact that
only 14 percent (13} of the local district Right to Read Di-
rectors {on-site) report that no needs assessment has been
conducted as part of the district Right to Read Program. In
addition, 58 percent (91) of the principals received technical
assistance in needs assessment, and 41 percent (340) of the

teachers received same.

By comparison, 91 percent (383) of the D2istrict Superinten-
dents/Assistant Superintendents for Instruction report that a
district level needs assessment had been done in the area of
reading. Table 12.5 illustrates the populations assessed in
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TABLE 12.5: POPULATIONS INCLUDED IN DISTRICT LEVEL NEEDS
ASSESSMENT IN READING

POPULATION FREQUENCY PERCENT
Teachers 66 73
Principals 44 48
Institution 45 49
Students 77 85

TABLE 12.6: HOW RESULTS OF NEEDS ASSESSMENT WERE USED AT THE
DISTRICT LEVEL

USE OF NEEDS ASSESSMENT FREQUENCY PERCENT

Formulating the district Right to
Read plan 59 65

Influencing direction of the
district Right to Read Program 66 73

Disseminating program materials
and information 45 49

Providing documentation for support
of Right to Read at Board of
Education level 40 44

Providing documentation for support
of other district reading programs

at Board of Education level 40 44
Informing other departments in the
local district or other agencies 32 35
Requesting funds 37 11
Allocating funding priorities 410 44
Other 15 17
None of the above 1 1
A —— S ————— e
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TABLE 2.19: NUMBER OF HOURS PER WEEK STATE RIGHT TO READ
DIRECTOR SPENDS ON NON-RIGHT TO READ ACTIVITIES

CUMULATIVE

HCURS FREQUENCY |}PERCENT

0 13 11.9

il 2 18.4

(median)

5 2 54.8

13 5 71.0
15 1 74.2
290 4 87.1
23 1 90.3
23 1 93.5
30 1 96.3
10 1 100.9
TOTAL 31 100.0

TABLE 2.20: AGE DISTRIBUTION OF LOCAL DISTRICT RIGHT TO READ

DIRECTORS
ACE RANGCE TN VYEARS FREQUENCY o+ PERCENT
20-24 6 0.9
25-29 71 10.3
30-34 89 15.0
535-39 97 14.1
40-44 107 15.6
45-49 102 14.8
50 + 207 30.1
No Response S 1.2
TOTAL 637 1 100.0
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TABLE 2.21: DISTRIBUTION OF AGE AND SEX OF LOCAL DISTRICT
RIGHT TO READ DIRECTORS
N
N
Nunber
Female Male
16 1

//',/”/,A//’//’;/”/’

=

\
‘i

-19 30-34 35-39 40-44 45-49 30 and over

A

b
rd

Age

TABLE 2.22: SALARY DISTRIBUTION OF LOCAL DISTRICT RIGHT TO
READ DIRECTORS

SALARY RANGE PER YEAR FREQUENCY PERCENT
Under $10,000 r 79 11.5
§10,000 - 14,999 272 39.6
515,000 - 19,999 234 34.1
§$20,900 - 24,999 76 11.1
$25,000 or more 17 2.5
No Response 9 1.5
TOTAL 687 100.0
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DURATION OF CONTRACT FOR LOCAL DISTRICT RIGHT TO

TABLE 2.23
READ DIRECTORS
MONTHS FREQUENCY PERCENT
9 Months or Less | 115 16.7
10 Months 276 40.2
11 Months 50 7.3
12 Months 202 29.4
None of the Above 39 5.7
No Response 5 0.7
TOTAL 687 100.0

TABLE 2.21: EDUCATIONAL DEGREES OF LOCAL DISTRICT RIGHT TO
READ DIRECTORS

CEGREE FREQUENCY PERCENT
B.A. or B.S. 162 23.6
M.A. or M.S. 386 56.2
Educational Specialist Degree 56 8.2
Advanced Certificate 41 6.0
Ph.D. 6 0.9
Ed.D. 17 2.5
Undergraduate 2 0.3
Miscellaneous 2 0.3
L.D. 2 0.3
No Response 13 1.9
TOTAL 687 100.0
34
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The major area of specialization for the majority of local
district Directors was elementary education or reading (see
Table 2.25). Seventy-four percent (510) are members of at least
one reading association/council (see Table 2.26). As a measure
of the effectiveness of the Right to Read Program, 21 percent
(144) state that this membership is a result of their involve-
ment in the Right to Read Program. Thus, one fifth of all Di-
rectors, State and local, report this as an effect of their in-
volvement in the Right to Read Program.

Ninety-nine percent (679) of the Directors have at one time
been teachers (see Table 2.27), yet 53 percent (361) report that
they are not certified as a reading teacher, specialist, or
supervisor/director (see Table 2.28). These figures almost
exactly parallel those reported for the State Right to Read Di-
rector. At the time of interviewing, the median length of ser-
vice as local district Director was 17 months, while the median
~ime the districts had been involved in the program was 18
months (see Tables 2.29 and 2.30). Only three percent (19) of the
local Directors were nct emploved in the district prior to their
appointment as Director, as compared to 29 percent of the State
Right to Read Directors.

D. Role of the Local District Right to Read Director in the
LEA Hierarchy

Eleven percent (79) of the local district Right to Read
Directors are full-time Directors, and 89 percent (608) are
part-time Directors. Table 2.31 shows the distribution of hcurs
local district Directors spend working on Right to Read activi-

ties. The median number of hours is four per week.

In terms of status in the LEA, the local district Director
is afforded recognition by LEA personnel. As was noted in the
previous section, the median salary for the local district Di-

rector is 315,000 a year. The median teacher 1in comparable

[S]
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TABLE 2.25: MAJOR AREAS OF EDUCATIONAL SPECIALIZATION OF
LOCAL DISTRICT RIGHT TO READ DIRECTORS

APEA OF SPECIALIZATION FREQUENCY PERCENT
Elementary Education 244 35.5
Curriculum Development 26 3.8
Reading 210 30.6
Special Education 15 2.2
Educational Psychology - 5 0.7
Counseling 9 1.3
Educational Administration ‘ 118 17.2
Miscellaneous 16 6.7
No Response 14 2.0
TOTAL 687 100.0

TABLE 2.26: MEMBERSHIP OF LOCAL DISTRICT RIGHT TO READ
DIRECTORS IN READING ASSOCIATIONS/COUNCILS

READING ASSOCIATION/COUNCIL PREQUENCY PERCENT
State 385 56
Local 372 54
National 312 45
177 26

None of the above
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TABLE 2.27: PREVIOUS POSITIONS HELD BY LOCAL RIGHT TO READ

DIRECTORS
POSITION FREQUENCY PERCENT
Teacher 679 99
Reading Specialist 264 38
Counselor T 41 6
Principal or Dean 185 ’ 27
Reading Director (other :

Right to Read position) 181 26
Special Education 65 10
State Administrative Staff - 8 1
Local District Administrative Stafffi 207 30
Psychometrician 14 2
Other 132 19

2.22
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TABLE 2.28: CERTIFICATION OF LOCAL DISTRICT RIGHT TO READ

- e

DIRECTORS
CERTIFICATE FREQUENCY PERCENT
Reading Teacher ’ 82 11.9
Reading Specialist . 71 10.3
Reading Supervisor/Director ] 62 9.0
Reading Teacher and Specialist 21 - 3.1
Reading Specialist and Supervisor/
Director 19 2.8
Reading Teacher and Supervisor/Direc-
tor : 18 2.6
Reading Teacher and Specialist aad
and Supervisor/Director 32 4.7
None of the Above 361 52.5
No Response 21 3.1
TOTAL 687 100.0
34
2.23

APPLIED
MANAGEMENT

' , SCIENCES




AMOUNT OF TIME LOCAL DISTRICT DIRECTORS HAVE

TABLE 2.29:
SERVED AS LOCAL DISTRICT RIGHT TO READ DIRECTORS
(IN MONTHS)

’ CUMULATIVE
MONTHS FREQUENCY PERCENT
0 18 3
1 3 3
2 1 3
3 4 4
4 12 6
5 20 8
6 22 12
7 7 13
8 4 13
9 15 15
10 7 16
11 2 17
12 53 24
13 15 27
14 27 31
15 51 38
16 38 44
(Median) 17 29 48
18 78 59
19 10 61
20 16 63
21 1 63
22 12 65
23 5 66
24 85 78
25 5 79
26 4 79
27 13 81
28 11 83
29 6 84
30 35 89
51 2 89
32 3 89
33 1 90
34 1 90
35 1 90
36 46 97
37 3 97
39 1 97
40 2 97
42 1 98
15 3 98
43 10 99
54 1 100
60 1 100
Unspecified 2 100
r: R — ———— ———
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TABLE 2.30: AMOUNT OF TIME LOCAL DISTRICTS HAVE
PARTICIPATED IN RIGHT TO READ -
(IN MONTHS)

MONTHS FREQUENCY PERCENT
0 32 )
2 1 5
3 2 )
4 3 6
5 4 6
6 7 7
7 1 7
8 1 7
9 7 8
10 7 9
11 1 10
12 35 15
13 15 17
14 26 21
135 51 28
16 39 34
17 36 39

(Median) 18 81 51
19 11 52
20 18 55
21 1 53
22 16 57
23 ) 58
24 93 71
25 6 72
26 ) 73
27 13 758
28 13 77
29 8 78
30 42 84
31 2 84
32 3 85
33 1 85
34 1 85
35 2 85
36 61 94
37 2 94
38 1 9S8
39 2 95
40 1 95

2 1 96
45 4 96
48 15 98
51 1 99
S4 1 99
60 3 99
70 1 99
72 2 100
84 1 100
98 or more 1 100
Unspecified 1 100
TOTAL 587 100
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TABLE 2.31: DISTRIBUTION OF HOURS PER WEEK SPENT BY LOCAL
DISTRICT DIRECTORS ON RIGHT TO READ ACTIVITIES

CUMULATIVE
HOURS FREQUENCY | PERCENT
0 145 21
1 45 28
2 72 38
K 42 44
(median) 4 30 49
5 87 61
6 20 64
7 9 66
8 36 - 71
9 3 71
10 76 82
12 10 84
13 2 84
14 1 84
15 28 88
18 1 88
20 28 92
24 1 93
25 2 93
27 1 93
30 6 94
35 1 94
40 2 94
98 Or More 1 94
Unspecified 38 100
TOTAL 687 100
3"
2.26
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districts earns $10,000 - $14,999 a year (see Table 2.32), and

the median principai earns $15,000 - $19,999 a year (see Table
2.33). Thus the local district Right to Read Director's salary

is competitive with teachers and principals in these districts.

In addition, 43 percent (296) had their appointment announced via
press release, 42 percent (291) had announcements made to local
schools by the Superintendent, 51 percent (347) had their appoint-
ments announced at Board of Education meetings, and 41 percent
(285) were also introduced at teacher meetings. Fourteen per-
cent (94) had no public announcement made of their appointment.

Thirty-nine percent (267) of the Directors report directly
to the local district Superintendent, 22 percent (150) report to
principals, and 21 percent (143) report to the local district
Assistant Superintendent. According to the 91 District 3Super-
intendents/Assistant Superintendents responding, 27 percent (25)
of them stated that the local district Director has the responsi-
bility for allocating Right to Read money, and 21 percent (19)
stated that the Director makes recommendations for expenditure
allocations. Table 2.34 illustrates the areas of funding in
which local district Right to Read Directors are consulted 1n
determining priorities for expenditures. While 46 percent (314)
have been consulted in determining priorities of expenditure of
local district Right to Read funds, 52 percent (359) are involved
in determining priorities for Title I, E.S.E.A. funds. This is
evidence of the coordination of both efforts and support at the
local district level between the Right to Read Program and

Title I.

The following items further indicate the importance placed
on the position of the local district Right to Read Director,
but also illustrate some of the major problems inherent in this

role as it presently exists:

39
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TABLE 2.52: DISTRIBUTION OF SALARIES FOR ELEMENTARY
SCHOOL TEACHERS

- SALARY RANGE PER YEAR FREQUENCY | PERCENT
Under $10,000 r 27 30
$10,000-$14,999 58 64
$15,000-$19,999 3 3
$20,000-$24,999 1 1
$25,000 and over 0 0
Unspecified i 2 2
TOTAL 91 - 100

TABLE 2.55: DISTRIBUTION OF SALARIES FOR PRINCIPALS

SALARY RANGE PER YEAR FREQUENCY PERCENT
Under $10,000 . . 6 7
$16,000-$14,999 16 ’ 18
$15,000-%19,999 44 48
$20,000-%24,999 20 22
$25,000 and over 5 5
TOTAL 91 100
39
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TABLE 2.34: AREAS IN WHICH LOCAL DISTRICT RIGHT TG READ
DIRECTORS HAVE BEEN CONSULTED TO DETERMINE
PRIORITIES FOR EXPENDITURES

AREA OF CONSULTATION FREQUENCY PERCENT
Local District Right to Read funds 314 46
State Right to Read funds 133 19
Title I, Elementary and Secondary

Education Act 359 52
Title II, Elementary and Secondary |,

Education Act 175 25
Title III, Elementary and Secondary

Education Act 100 15
Title III, National Defense Edu-

cation Act 82 12
Title IV, Elementary and Secondary

Education Act 101 15
Title VII, Elementary and Secondary

Education Act 56 8
Emergency School Aid Act 44 6
Special Education 1453 21
Vocational Education 46 7
Career Education 85 12
Other local district funds 194 28
Other 63 9
None of the above 111 16
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® nine percent (60) of the local district Right to
Read Directors (mail-out), five percent (8) of the
District Superintendents/Assistant Superintendents
for Instruction, and 26 percent (8) of the State
Right to Read Directors indicate that local district
staff resent or resist the leadership/authority of
the local district Right to Read Director;

e thirty-one percent (211) of the local district Right to
Read Directors (mail-out), 28 percent (25) of the
District Superintendents/Assistant Superintendents for
Instruction, 21 percent (168) of the teachers, and
25 percent (43) of the principals indicate that the
local district Right to Read Director needs more
staff support;

¢ sixty-four percent (20) of the State Right to Read
Directors feel the local district Right to Read
Director needs a stronger role in school district
administration;

e ten local district Right to Read Directors (mail-out)
indicate a full-time Director is needed in their
district; and

e two district Superintendents/Assistant Superintendents
for Instruction and 17 local district Right to Read
Directors indicated that more time is needed for the
local district Director to spend on Right to Read
activities.

Xendall Tau correlations and analyses of variance were »er-
formed on variable pairs where, in each case, one of the vari-
ables in the pair was whether the local district Director re-
ports directly %o a principal or a District Superintendent/
Assistant Superimtendent. The following results were found:

@ There is a significant relationship between who the
Director reports to and how often she/he meets with
teachers. Directors who report to principals spend
significantly more time meeting with teachers,
(F=6.44 (1,70), significance = .(§5.) This 15 not
surprising if one assumes that the Director who re-

ports to a principal is probably assigned to that
principal's school building as well;

e Those Directors who report to the principal spend
more time meeting with teachers, according *o the
principals. (F = 14.9 (1,70), significance = .01);

11
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® Teachers resent the authority of the local district
Right to Read Director more when the Director reports
to the principal. (F = 4.55 (1,70), significance = .05);

@ Consistent with the first two findings is that when
the local district Right to Read Director reports to
the principal, there is more technical assistance in
evaluation provided to the principal's staff (F = 6.20
(1,70), significance = .05);

e There is a significant negative relationship between the
Director reporting to the principal and the Director
being consulted in determining priorities for expenditure
of local Right to Read funds. (Kendall's Tau B = -.214,
significance = .035). Those who report to the principal
have less power in determining priorities, and vice versa;

® Directors who report to principals spend less of their
time revising the Right to Read Program (Kendall's
Tau C = -.18, significance = .04). They spend less time
making formal presentations at conferences (Kendall's
Tau C = -.18, significance = .04), and they spend less
time presenting infcrmation at PTA/PTO meetings
(Xendall's Tau C = -.24, significance = .01l; and

o Local Directors who report to principals have lesser
educational degrees than those who report to District
Superintendents/Assistant Superintendents for Instruction
(Kendall's Tau C = .356, significance = .0002).

Thus, it appears that there are two levels of hierarchy for

the local district Right to Read Director, and that those who
report to the District Superintendents/Assistant Superintendents

have a position of significantly more prestige and authority.

E. Significant Relationships Between Program Effect and
Full-Time vs. Part-Time Local District Right to Read
Director

tendall Tau correlations were performed on variable pairs
where, in each case, one of the variables in the pair was
full-time, part-time status of the local district Right to Read

Director:
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Teachers in districts where there is a full-time Director
indicate that students' reading scores are up sharply

as compared to teachers in districts where there is a
part-time Director. (F = 7.89 (1,89), significance = .01).
The statistical relationship indicates that there is

a high positive relationship between student reading
scores and full-time status of the local Director.
Unfortunately, without further studies it is impossible
to tell which event preceded which--the rise in

student scores or the participation of a full-time
Director in Right to Read;

There is a significant correlation between full-time
status and whether the Director has experienced problems
in implementing the Right to Read Program in the dis-
trict. Part-time Directors have experienced more
problems in this area. (Kendall's Tau B = .177,
significance = .046);

There is a significant correlation between whether the
local Director is full-time, and whether teachers feel
reading is being emphasized at the expense of other
subjects. In this case, the correlation is negative,
indicating an opposition of variables. I.e., with
full-time status for the Director, teachers are more
inclined to say reading is emphasized at the expense

of other subjects. However, this finding makes sense

in that one would expect more emphasis on reading where
there is a tull-time Director. Correlations were
calculated on these variables for full-time status vs.
teacher opinion according to the local district Director,
and according to the District Superintendent/Assistant
Superintendent for Instruction. For the local Director,
Kendall's Tau B = -.234, significance = .013. For the
District Superintendent, Kendall's Tau B = -.442,
significance = 0.0. An analysis of variance was cal-
culated on full-time status vs. teachers' own expression
of opinion. For :he teachers, F = 4.27 (1,8%),
significance = .05;

Full-time local Directors indicate more than part-time
Directors the need for a larger budget for Right to

Read activities (Kendall's Tau B = .181, significance = .043).
This finding is consistent with the previous one in that
when more activity is taking place, more money is probably
being spent;

Another consistent finding is that more teachers resent
the authority of the local district Right to Read
Director when the Director holds a full-time position
(Xendall's Tau B = -.27, significance = .0049);:
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¢ In general, one of the improvements suggested for
training is more training for teachers from the State
(see Chapter 11). Yet, where there is a full-time
Director, State provided training for teachers is not a
requirement according to the local Director (Kendall's
Tau B = .195, significance = .069). The District Super-
intendent/Assistant Superintendent for Instruction also
indicates that less teacher training and technical
assistance are needed from the State when there is a
full-time local district Director (Kendall's Tau B = .193,
signifance = ,034 for less training for teachers, and
Kendall's Tau B = .165, significance = .059 for less
technical assistance). Principals with full-time Di-
rectors perceive that they need less training for their
teachers. (Analysis of Variance F = 4.44 (1,89),
significance = .05). There is a significant Analysis
of Variance between teachers in the districts where
there is a full-time Director vs. part-time Director
districts on training of teachers. Teachers in dis-
tricts with a full-time Director express the need for
training other teachers in their district more often,
which indicates approval of their- own training. F = 6.8
(1,89), significance = .05;

e Where District Superintendents/Assistant Superintendents
for Instruction indicate program success is due to fund-
ing, the local Directors are part-time 1in every case.
Where they indicate that program success 1s due to per-
sons implementing or admininstering the program, Di-
rectors are either part-time or full-time. (Kendall's
Tau B = .216, significance = .02); and

® Another point of interest is that all full-time Directors
have a Master's Degree or better, where 20 percent of the
part-time Directors hold a B.A. or B.S. as their highest
educational degree.

E. Sunmary
The following statements can be made ccncerning the State

and local district Right to Read Directors:

®# one third of the State Right to Read Directors indicate
no prior experience in reading;

e while most State Right to Read Directors are full-time
Directors, most local Directors are part-time;

e local district Directors who report directly to the
District Superintendent/Assistant Superintendent for
Instruction have a position of greater authority than

those who report to a principal,;
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the major problems with the role of the local Director
as it presently exists are lack of full-time status and
lack of staff support; and

districts in which there is a full-time local Dir.:ctor
report more emphasis on reading, higher student :cores,
and fewer problems implementing the program.
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3

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES

To what extent have the SEAs developed a comprehensive

plan of action which addresses objectives stated in

measurable terms and provision for their assessment?

Under the Rules and Regulations, subpart D - Right to Read
Grants, Federal Register, Vol. 40, No. 90 - Thursday, May 8,
1975, State applications:

"must set forth: (i) Specific and measurable objectives!
which will contribute to the elimination of illiteracy
within the State; (ii) a proposed timeframe for accom-
plishing such objectives; (iii) an explanati.n of pro-
posed procedures and strategies for accomplishing such
objectives; and (iv) an evaluation component providing
for the collection, verification, and analysis of data
i to measure the extent to which such objectives are

. accomplished by the project."”

There are no formal stipulations concerning measurable
objectives in the new Title VII - National Readiing Improvement
legislation.

A National Program Objectives

The formal agreement the Right to Read States have with
the Office of Education obligates them to accomplish the ob-
jectives of the National Right to Read Program. These objec-
tives, referred to as 'a seriss of critical activities', have
been classified into 12 majcr categories for analysis purposes.
These categories, along with their operational definition for
this report, are as follows:

16
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e Statewide organization and coordination. These activities
include developing a State administrative organization for
Right to Read, coordinating all the State's reading pro-
grams, and organizing the activities between the State and
local levels;

o Reading as a top priority. States are called upon to estab-
Iish reading as a top priority area in the State Education
Agency through public commitments by top officials;

e Planning. Activities in this area include developing and
updating a State comprehensive plan, and determining the
strategies for reaching the goals and objectives of the
pyrogram;

e Needs assessment. This area includes statewide surveys,
studies, or tests to determine the needs of students,
teachers, or institutions in the area of reading;

e Reading programs. States are asked to identify and
validate exemplary or promising reading programs as a
means of enhancing the awareness, adoption, OT repli-
cation of successful practices;

e Training. A major component of a State Right to Read
Program is the conduct of training in reading program
development for administrators who became Right to Read
Directors in their local school districts, OT who support
the program while functioning as a principal or other
type oi school administrator;

e Technical assistance. This category includes the provision
oF consultants to help districts to develop and implement
their Right to Read Programs. Also included are workshops
and conferences on the Right to Read effort sponsored by
the State;

e Dissemination. These activities include the publication
and statewide distribution of newsletters, articles, and
other information on Right to Read activities:;

¢ Amassing public and professional support. Most States
flave sought commitments and support from educational
organizations, businesses, civic groups, parent organi-
zations and other interested persons or groups;

e Teacher certification. This area includes efforts to
evaluate and upgrade teacher preparation for reading,
nrimarily through establishing or raising certification
requirements for reading teachers, reading special-
ists, and/or administrators;

t-o
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e C(Criteria of Excellence. States establish these criteria
to indicate the goals and competencies required for a
successful Right to Read Program, particularly as they
apply to local school districts; and

e Evaluation. This area includes the statewide evaluation
of the success of the Right to Read Program through sur-
veys, site visits, or reports of progress supplied by
participating school districts.

B. State Program Objectives

In a separate study performed prior to data collection, an
analysis was performed of the objectives of each State's Right
to Read Program as made available in the National Right to Read
files at the U.S. Office of Education.

This study included the 31 States that had been in the Right
to Read Program for at least one vear at_the time of data analy-
sis. Data were collected to determine the areas of activity on
which States were planning to focus their Right to Read Program
efforts. The measurability and feasibility of the planned

activities were also determined.

Table 3.1 summarizes the activities planned by the individual
States as reflected in the various S:tate Right to Read Program
objectives. Table 3.2 illustrates the criteria used to determine
measurability and feasibility, and the number of States achieving

these criteria.

C. Data Obtained from Survey Questionnaires

There are many similarities between the objectives cited
in A and B and the remaining chapters of this report. The
balance of this chapter discusses data which were obtained from
the survey questionnaires, and which deal with other aspects of
the objectives, such as (1) State and local district level re-
ports of satisfaction with program objectives, (2) State and
local level reports of dissatisfaction with program objectives,
(3) 1intormation relating to modification of Right to Read ob-
jectives as a result of evaluation data, (4) Right to Read Task

19
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ABLE 3.1: MAJOR AREAS OF ACTIVITY REFLECTED IN STATE

OBJECTIVES
i NUMBER OF STATES PERCENT OF

Rl b
tatewide Organization
and Coordination 28 o1
eading as Top Priority 14 45
lanning 20 65
eeds Assessment 25 80
eading Program Adop-
tion of Development 21 68
raining 29 94
echnical Assistance 29 94
issemination 28 - 91
nassing Public and
Professional Support 30 ‘ 97
sacher Certification 14 45
riteria of Excellence 2 71
valuation 26 34

ABLE 3.2: MEASURABILITY AND FEASIBILITY OF STATE OBJECTIVES

NUMBER OF STATES WHOSE PERCENT OF
OBJECTIVES HAVE THAT STATES
AARACTERISTIC CHARACTERISTIC
arget Dates 25 80
1fficient Detail in
Activities 26 3
2asurable Behaviors 25 0
scumentation Sources 16 2
lantitative Indicators 16 52
2asibility 27 7
19
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Force and Advisory Council emphasis on objectives, and (5)
ratings by State level personnel of the five most‘important
and five least important objectives for success of the Right
to Read Program.

1. State and Local Level Reports of Satisfaction with Right to
Read Objectives

The establishment of goals and objectives and the develop-
mer:ic of strategies to achieve them is regarded as one of the
five most important National objectives in the State by 32 per-
cent (10) of the Chief State School Officers, 39 percent (12) of
the State Assistant Superintendents for Instruction, and 52 per-
cent (16) of the State Right to Read Directors (see Table 3.3).

Criteria of excellence were developed as a mechanism to
indicate the program goals, objectives and competencies re-
quired for a successful program at the local level. General
satisfaction across levels has been expressed with respect to
these criteria. Forty percent (15) of the State Assistant
Superintendents for Instruction, 74 percent (23) of the State
Right to Read Directors, 66 percent (60) of the local district
Right to Read Directors interviewed on-site, and 59 percent
(408) of the Directors surveyed by mail rated the State as
excellent in the development of the criteria of excellence.
Forty-eight percent (38) of the District Superinterndents/
Assistant Superintendents for Instruction, on the other hand,
felt the criteria of excellence were in need of some improve-

ment.

Teachers were in general agreement that the criteria of
excellence or goals and objectives of Right to Read are in
agreement with their teaching objectives. Sixty-nine percent
(564) of them report satisfaction with these goals. Further-
more, 56 percent (464) of them report the methods of teaching
reading espoused by Right to to Read are in accordance with

their own. -
oy
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.E 3.3': ) RATINGS "OF NAbeNAL OBJECTIVES CONSIDERED MOST IMPORTANT
FOR THE SUCCESS OF THE STATE RIGHT TO READ PROGRAM

con™ - .
Css0 SRTR SAST
NATIONAL RIGHT TO READ OBJECTIVES
Freq ©Pet | Freg et | Freg et
evelop a comprehensive plan to encompass all activities to
ove toward the climination ot illitorucy. 1s 58 17 5SS 20 65
ssess the needs, resources, and direction of reading 1n the
tate Agency in relation to the Right to Rcad Program. B 13 ) 16 11 35
onduct a Statewide assessment of the state-of-the-art of
eading. 3 10 10 32 9 29
stablish 2oals and objectives and develop strategies for
eaching thenm. 10 32 16 s2 12 39
evise a system to deliver orzani:zational and instructional
trategies between State and local educational agencies. 13 12 13 32 14 35
elect local educational agencies which are representative of
he geographic location and student population of the State to
articipate in the program and secure specific agreements for
heir participation. 3 10 3 10 3 10
rovide training for local oducational agency Right to Read
irectors. 22 71 22 71 15 18
ssist local educational agencies in assessing needs of pupils,
eachers, and institutions, and aid them in buildiag and
valuating reading programs using appropriate Right to Read
3terials. 12 39 12 39 16 52
stablish a "Standard of Excellence” to provide criteria for
eading program development and evaluation for local school
istricts. 10 32 20 65 6 19
rovide technical assistance in the areas of assessment, plan-
1ng, building and operating reading programs, and in evaluating . . .
rogram results. 14 45 |18 58 15 42
dentify, validate, and disseminate promising programs developed
ithin the Stare. 8 26 3 13 ? 23
evelop State Right to Read dissemination vehicles. 3 10 4 13 N ’
)
consor State conferences and workshops on Right to Read. ; 3 16 3 0 10 32
1
svelop nultiplier effects in Richt to Read by encouraging !
>operation across agencies at the State and locul levels. ! 12 39 11 35 7 23
»> Right to Read materials ¢o involve the educational community
v\ the private sector in the progess of rcading and in State
1d community level volunteer activity. 2 7 2 H 3 13
:view and evaluate teacher certification requirements with
:spect to reading and urge vefcorm if necessary 5 16 5 16 1 3

.SSO = Chief State Schnol Officer
5RATR = Stacte Right %o dead inrrectar .
3AST @ Stutos Assistant Superintendent for instruction
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2. State and Local Level Reports of Dissatisfaction with
Right to Read Objectives

To facilitate consensus or acceptance of a program such as
Right to Read and enhguce its possibility of success, its goals
and objectives must ve clearly defined and understood at all
levels. Therefore, tha amount of resistance to, OT dissatis-
faction with “hese goals and objectives was examined.

Seven sercent (2) of the State Right to Read Directors
expressed some dissatisfaction with the program objectives.
Another 10 percent (3), though they did not express any dis-
satisfaction, did report that one of the problems which has
arisen in the State as a result of Right to Read has been a con-
flict between Right to Read and other State objectives affecting
reading. At the local level, three percent (3) of the District
Superintendents/Assistant Superintendents for Instruction, three
percent (3) of the local district Right to Read Directors inter-
viewed on site, four percent (6) of the principals, and seven
percent (58) of the teachers expressed dissatisfaction or con-
“1jict with the Right to Read objectives.

5. Information Relating to Modification of Right to Read
Objectives as a Result of Evaluation Data

Thirty-six percent (33) of the local district Right to Read
Directors interviewed on-site, and 17 percent (118) of these
surveyed by mail have conducted a formal evaluation to determine
the measurability of their program objectives. Fifteen percent
(14) of the on-site Directors and four percent (26) of the mail
survey Directors have modified their objectives to make them more

measurable and specific.

Eighteen percent (i5) of the District Superintendents/
Assistant Superintendents for Instruction report that Right to
Read objectives have been revised or modified as a direct result

of the evaluation data.
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4. Task Force's and Advisory Council's Emphasis on Program
Objectives

The State Right to Read Task Forces are generally involved
in the defining of criteria of excellence for the Right to Read
Program. This activity, according to 42 percent (13) of the
State Right to Read Directors, is a major area of emphasis for
the Task Force. However, the advising in the actual development
of program objectives is a lesser priority item for the Task
Force. Twenty-six percent (8) of the State Directors cite this
activity as a major area of emphasis for the Task Force.

Sixty-one percent (19) of the State Right to Read Directors
report that reviewing and approving criteria of excellence
is a major area of emphasis for the Advisory Council. As with
the Right to Read Task Force, the advising in the develop-
ment of program objectives is a lesser priority item for the
Advisory Council. Twenty-nine percent (9) of the State Di-
rectors report that this activity is a major area of emphasis

for the Advisory Council.

5. State-Level Ratings of the Sixteen National Objectives

The 16 National objectives were rated by the Chief State
School Officer, the State Right to Read Director, and the State
Assistant Superintendent for Instruction. Each of these re-
spondents selected the five objectives considered the most im-
portant for the success of the Right to Read Program in the
State, and the five objectives considered the least important for
success. Tables 3.3 and 3.4 illustrate these ratings.

D. Summary

State and local district personnel report general satis-
faction with the Na-ional Right to Read objectives and with the
individual States' program objectives. The majority of States
have developed measurable and feasible objectives.
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TABLE 3.4: RATINGS OF NATIONAL OBJECTIVES CONSIDERED LEAST

IMPORTANT FOR THE SUCCESS OF THE STATE RIGHT TO
READ PROGRAM

* |
- €850 SRTR ' SASI
NATIONAL RIGHT TO READ OBJECTIVES i
Freg PctiFrcq Pct'Fruq Pct
1. Deveclop a comprchensive plan to encompass all activities to l
move toward the eliminuation of illiteracy. 5 10 2 7 7 23
2. Assess the needs, resources, and direction of reading in the
State Agency in relation to the Right to Read Prouvram. 10 32 10 32 | S 16
3. Conduct a Statewvide assessment of the state-of-the-art of !
reading. 10 32 9 29 11 35
4. Estublish goals and objectives and develop strategies {ov 4 13 2 7 3 10
reaching them.
5. Devise a system to deliver organizational and instructional
strategies between State and local educational agencies. 7 23 7 23 7 23
6. Select local educational agencies which are representative of
the geographic location and student population of the State to
participate in the program and secure specific agreements for
their participation. 11 35 15 48 15 48
7. Provide training for local educational agency Right to Read
Directors. 5 16 1 3 0 0
3. Assist local educational agencies in assessing needs of pupils
teachers, and institutions, and aid them in building and
evaluating reading programs using appropriate Right to Read
materials. 5 16 6 19 1 3
9. Establish a "Standard of CGxcellence" to provide criteria for
. reading program development and evaluation for local school
districts. 7 23 4 13 14 43
10. Provide technical assistance in the areas of assessment,
planning, building and operating reading programs, and in
evaluating program results, 3 10 1 3 4 13
l1. Identify, vaiidate, and disseminate promising programs
developed within the State. 9 29 16 52 11 35
12. Develop State Right to Read dissemimation vehicles. 13 42 12 39 12 39
13. Sponsor State conferences and workshops on Right to Read. 12 39 14 35 8 26
14. Develop multiplier effects in Right to Read by encouraging
cooperation across agencies at the State and local levels. 8 26 4 13 8 26
15. Use Right to Read materials to involve the educational
community and the private sector in the process of reading
and in State and community level volunteer activity. 20 65 16 52 14 15
16. Review and ecvaluate teacher certification requiremenés with
respect to reading and urge reform if necessary. 16 52 14 15 19 61

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

*CSSO = Chief State School Officer
SRTR = State Right to Read Director
SASI * State Assistant Superintenden:z for Instruction
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From a comparison of the tables of ratings of the National
objectives and the summary of activities in the various State
objectives, it appears that the following are the most important
activities :Zor the success of the State Right to Read Program

according to the State personnel:

providing technical assistance;
providing training;
establishing a standard of excellence and evaluation; and

developing a comprehensive nlan or statewide
organization.

The following activities were stressed by many of the States
in their State objectives (see Table 3.1) but were not rated
among the five most important objectives by the State-level per-

sonnel (see Table 3.3):

needs assessment;

dissemination; and

e amassing public and professional support.

Reviewing teacher certification requirements was not con-
sidered one of the five most important activities by any of the

groups discussed in this chapter.
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4

TASK FORCE

To what extent are the SEAs coordinating their reading pro-

sram efforts by means of a Right to Read Task Force? What

are the coordinating activities and evidence of their

success?

Under tl:e Rules and Regulations, subpart D - Right to Read
Grants, Federal Register, Vol. 40, No. 90 - Thursday, May 8,

1975, it was stipulated that:

Pr(1) The grantee shall establish a State agency Task
Force consisting of r<jresentatives of all programs
within the State :tducational Agency involving or re-
lated to r=zading activities.

(11) The Task rorce =hall serve as a means of secur-
ing collaboration, with respect to the planning and
implementation of the project assisted persuant to
this subpart, among representatives of different
programs within the State agency involving or rela-
ted to reading activities and also as a means for
insuring that the project is effectively coordinated
with other reading activities of the State Educa-
tional Agency.”

!

Under the Rules and Regulations for the New Title VII - National
Reading Improvement Act there are no stipulations regarding a
Task Force.

AL Description of State Right to Read Tisk Force

The State Right to Read Task Force typically is an in-house

werring committee essentially comprised of personnel in the State
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Educational Agency. Its main purpose for existence is the
coordination of reading program efforts in the SEA. Ten
percent (3) of the States have no Task Force. Table 4.1
illustrates the degree of emphasis the Task Forces place

on various activities. Sixty-eight percent (21) of the State
Directors indicate that coordinating Right to Read with other
reading programs 1S a major area of emphasis for the State Tasxk
Force. Ten percent (3) indicate it is not dealt with at all

by the Task Force. Another area of interest for the Task Force
is dissemination, which 55 percent (17) of the Dir .ctors cite
as a major area of emphasis. Dissemination, and its relation-

ship to Task Force activities, is discussed in Chapter 3.

These statements by the Director are corroborated by the
composition of the State Task Forces illustrated in Table 4.2.
Representatives from State Right to Read personnel and Title I
nersonnel are on the Task Forces of 84 percent (26) of the States.
This indicates the allegiance between Right to Read and Title I
of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act in many States.

B. Coordination Activities of Task Force

Objective measures of the extent of coordination activities

include the following information:

e the median number of hours spent by the State
Director working with the Task Force is 0.5 hours
per week (see Table 4.3) or 2 hours a month;

e thirty-+wo percent (9) of the State Adult Basic Educa-
tion Directors are members of the Right to Read Task
Force;

e one Stute Director indicates that the Task Force was
involved in her/his selection as Director; and

e nineteen percent (6) of the State Assistant Suvwerinten-
dents for Instruction are members of the Right to Read
Task Force, vet 42 percent (13) report thev spend a
great deal of time coordinating existing reading funds
with Right to Read funds. These facts indicate that
coordination activities at the State level are taking
nlace outside the aegis of the Task Force.
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TABLE +.2: COMPOSITION OF STATE RIGHT TO READ TASK FORCE

RIGHT TO READ

TASK FORCE REPRESENTATION FREQUENCY PERCENT
There is no Task Force 3 10
Reading specialists 21 68
Curriculum specialists 18 S8
Library personnel 21 68
Adult Basic Education personnel 21 68
State Right to Read personnel 26 84
Title I, Elementary and Secondary

Education Act personnel 26 84
Title II, Elementary and Secondary

Education Act personnel 19 61
Title III, Elementary and Secondary

Education Act personnel 21 68
Title III, National Defense Edu-

cation Act personnel 16 52
Title IV, Elementary and Secondary

Education Act personnel 11 36
Title V, Elementary and Secondary

Education Act personnel 11 36
Title VII, Elementary and Secondary

Education Act personnel 11 36
Emergency School Aid Act personnel 6 19
Special education personnel 19 61
Vocational education personnel 15 18
Career education personnel 11 36
Other State Educational Agency

14 15

personnel

4
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TABLE 4.3: HOURS PER WEEK THE STATE RIGHT TO READ DIRECTOR
SPENDS WORKING WITH THE RIGHT TO READ TASK FORCE

CUMULATIVE

HOURS/WEEK FREQUENCY | PERCENT
0 10 32.3
1 15 80.6
2 3 90.3
1 1 93.5
5 1 96. 8
UNSPECIFIED i 1G60.0
TOTAL 51 100.0

TABLE 4.4: COORDINATION ACTIVITIES THAT HAVE OCCURRED
BETWEEN RIGHT 70 READ AND OTHER READING
PROGRAMS ACCORDING TO THE STATE ASSISTANT
SUPERINTENDENT FOR INSTRUCTICN

COOROINATION ACTIVITY FREQUENCY PERCENT
Cecordination of planaing °9 93
Coordirnation of evaluztion 22 71
Coordinatior of funds , 22 71
Coordination of personnei 4 77
Coordination orf zurricula 25 81
Coordination of training 28 50
Other 3 19
None 0 0
4
1.5
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Table 4.4 illustrates the types of coordination activities
occurring between Right to Read and other reading programs,
according to the State Assistant Superintendent for Instruction.

Table 4.5 illustrates the areas with which Right to Read is
coordinated at the State level according to the State Right to
Read Director. Although 32 percent (10) of the State Adult Basic
Education Directors are members of the Task Force, 90 percent
(28) of the State Right to Read Directors report coordination
activities with 'adult literacy". In addition, 77 percent (24)
of the Directors report coordination activities with '"disadvan-
taged,'" yet 84 percent (26) of the Task Forces have Title I
personnel as members. This indicates another aspect of State
level coordination activities in addition to or replacing coor-
dination activities of the Task Force. Table 4.6 shows the same
coordinational activities of Right to Read reported by the State
Assistant Superintendent for Instruction '

Tables 4.5 and 4.6 are related in Table 4.7 which shows the
correlations between the State Right to Read Director's and the
State Assistant Superintendent for Instruction's estimations of
coordination activities that have taken place between Right to
Read and other areas. There is significant agreement on only
half the items, indicating a difference of opinion regarding

coordination activities within the SEA.

Other evidence of coordination is demonstrated by examining
the groups of persons who planned State needs assessments.
Sixty-eight percent (21) of the States included SEA personnel
other than the Right to Read staff in needs assessment activi-
ties, 48 percent (15) included reading specialists, and 45 per-
cent {14) included the State Director of Evaluation and/or
evaluators from colleges or universities in planning needs
assessments. A more descriptive listing of groups included in

needs assessment activities is presented in Chapter 12.
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TABLE 4.5:  COORDINATION ACTIVITIES REPORTED BY THE STATE
RIGHT TO READ DIRECTORS : o

.

AREA OF COORDINATION FREQUENCY PERCENT
Vocational education 14

Consumer education 4

Career education - 10 32
Gifted 12 39
Slow achiever 16 | 52
Educable mentally retarded 11 35
Learning disabilities 16 52
Behavior disorders 5 16
Adult literacy 28 90
Disadvantaged 24 77
Bilingual 21 68
fdandicapped 12 39
Pre-school 20 65

4.7
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TABLE 4.6: COORDINATION ACTIVITIES REPORTED BY THE STATE
ASSISTANT SUPERINTENDENTS OF INSTRUCTION

AREA OF COORDINATION FREQUENCY PERCENT
Vocational education 17 55
Consumer education 8 26
Career education 17 55
Gifted 12 39
Slow achiever 18 58
Educable mentally retarded 14 45
Learning disabilities 19 61
Behavior disorders 10 32
Adult literacy 23 74
Pre-school children 17 55
Other 6 : 19

TABLE 4.7: CORRELATION BETWEEN STATE RIGHT TO READ DIRECTOR
AND STATE ASSISTANT SUPERINTENDENT FOR INSTRUCTION
CONCERNING COORDINATION ACTIVITIES BETWEEN RIGHT TO

READ AND OTHER AREAS

:22A OF COORDINATICN CORRELATION |[SIGNIFTCANCE
Vocational Education 0.56 0.001
Behavior Disorders 0.45 0.007
Consumer Education 0.65 0.0002
Pre-School 0.41 0.01
Learning Disabilities 0.29 0.06
Adult Literacy 0.19 n.s.
Career Education 0.07 n.s.
Gifted 0.05 n.s.
Slow Achiever 0.22 n.s.
Educable Mentally Retarded 0.00 n.s.
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Sixty-one percent (19) of the State Right to Read Directors
and 65 percent (20) of the State Assistant Superintendents for
Instruction report that bills have been introduced in or been
passed by the State Legislature that might affect the Right to
Read Program. This is an indication of coordination of Right to
Read with the legislative branch of the State government. In
addition, 45 percent (14) of the State Assistant Superintendents
for Instruction state that in the past year they have partici-
pated to a great extent in coordinating existing reading funds
with Right to Read funds. Forty-two percent (13) reported the

same rfor reading curriculum.

C. Subjective Assessments of Task Force Effectiveness

Several subjective measures of Task Force effectiveness are
available. First, State Right to Read Directors were asked to
determine how Right to Read could be improved a:c the State level.
Forty-two percent (13) of them responded that more involvement
in and support of Right to Read are needed from the SEA admin-
istration, 29 percent (9) reported that more involvement and
support are needed from the State Board of Education, and 19
percent (6) stated that more involvement and support are needed
from the Chief State School Officer. One Director wrote in the
response '"Right to Read needs more visibility at the SEA." These
data indicate an awareness on the part of the State Right to Read
Director of the need for more coordination activities at the

Scate level.

Second, the State Assistant Superintendent for Instruction,
the District Superintendent/Assistant Superintendent for In-
struction, and the local district Right to Read Director were
asked to rank several activities as to how essential they were
£or success of the Right to Read Program in the State or district
respectively. Table !.8 gives the ranking of "planning and
coordinating of all reading activities" for these respondents.
The data presented in this table indicate that the most popular
rankings tfor this activity are 3 and 4, on a scale of 1 to 3,
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where 1 is most important, and 8 is least important.

Finally, six classes of respondents were asked to rate
several areas of the Right to Read Program. Table 4.9 displays
the results from respondents who rated the activities underlying
modifying non-Right to Read reading programs to fit the Right
to Read Program as excellent.

D. Summary

Various respondents report in the subjective rankings that
coordination activities of the Task Force could be improved,
and that coordination activities are somewhat higher than aver-
age in level of importance. Moreover, data from the State Right
to Read Directcr and State Assistant Superintendent for Instruc-
tion indicate that coordinational activities are primarily
carried on by these officials, rather than by the Task Force.
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TABLE 4.9: RESPONDENTS RATING STATE EFFORTS TO MODIFY NON-RIGHT
TO READ READING PROGRAMS TO FIT THE RIGHT TO READ
EFFORT "EXCELLENT"

RESPONDENT FhEQUENCY PERCENT
State Right to Read Director 7 23
State Assistant Superintendent - 1 3
for Instruction

Chairperson State Right to Read 8 - 28
Advisory Council

Director State Adult Basic 7 25
Education

Local District Right to Read 114 17
Director (mail-out)

Local District Right to Read 27 30
Director (on-site)

District Superintendent/ 16 18
Assistant Sup ‘. ~tendent for

Instruction

-]
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ADVISORY COUNCIL

hat are the functions of the various State Advisory Coun-
¢ils and to what extent are they functioning effectively?

Table 5.1 {llustrates the Rules end Regulations governing
mume%MMqumMmDWQMWMN&mm
Federal Register, Vol. 40, No. 30 - Thursday, May 8, 1975 (Rules
and Regulations), and the guicelines for Advisory Councils under
the nev Title VI1 - Yational Reading Inprovenent dct (Yew
Rules). The requirenent for an Advisory Council under the
Title VII legislation is stipulated in part 4 - Reading Inprove-
mmhwaxMuLmawnmaM1mmemthMt
memeMBmCmdeMmMﬁthMSMeMﬁ@
Inprovenent Progran grants,

A Description of the State Right to Read ddvisory Council

Eighty-£our percent (16) of the States yisited in this study
ave Right to Read Advisory Councils. The typical Right to Read
Advisory Council consists of eight men and ten women, Of this
group there are approxinately 1§ Whites, one 3lack, and One
Kispenic, Asian or Pacific Islander, or Anerican Indian or dlas-
mnmuw.Ammmmmytmamtmwﬂxom1samﬁmg
specialist, two cone fron institutions of higher education, tug
are local district adninistrative persomel, one is a PT4/PT0
representative, and ten cone £ron other miscellangous areas. |
latge prvortion of the Advisory Council Chairpersons (46 percent
or 12 out of 26) are local district adninistrative or institution

ATPUED
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TABLE 5.1: RULES AND REGULATIONS GOVERNING STATE
ADVISORY COUNCILS

RIGHT 70 READ RULES
AND REGULATIONS

TITLE VII - NATIONAL READING
IMPROVEMENT REGULATIONS

(i) The grantee shall appoint
an advisory council consisting
of representatives of the fol-

lowirz institutions, groups, or

interests within the Stata:
A. Reading programs of local
educational agencies;

3. professional educational
organizations;

‘C. the State legislature;

D. the Governor’'s office;
E. business and industry; and
F. other public and private

educational service and cul-
tural organizations.

{iz) The advisory council nmust
be equitably representative of
women and of racial and ethnic

mincrity groups within the state.

{i:1) The advisory council
shall serve as an advisory
sody in planning,; implemen-
ting, and evaluating the
aroject and in providing for
its coordination with otiicr
reading activities of leccal
educational ajencies and other
schools within the 3tate.

(i) (Establish) and (appoint) an
an advisory council on reading
broadly representative of the
educational resources snd of the
State, including but ndot limited
to persons representative of:

(A) Publi¢ ana private non-profit
elementary and secondary schools;

(B) institutions of higher educa-
tion;

(C) parents of elementary and
secondary school children; and

(D) areas of professional conmpe-
tence relating to instruction in
reading.

(ii) The council has been provided
with an opportunity %o receive and
designate priorities among appli-
cazions for grants.

(iii) The standard of excellance
will be developed by the State
2ducational agency with the ad-
vise of the State advisory counc:il
on reading.

(9] ]

op
)

(39
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of higher education personnel. Only two out of 26 Chairpersons

are State Right to Read personnel.

The above facts indicate that the members of the State
Advisory Councils are not representative of the groups in the
State that they are intended to serve. Therefore, the composition
of the Advisory Council does not match the requirements stipulated
in the Rules and Regulations or the New Rules. To corroborate
this fact, Table 5.1 indicates that 24 percent (7) of the Chair-
persons chose '"increase representation of minority groups and/or
women' as a needed improvement for the Advisory Council.

The median number of months the Advisory Councils have been
in existence is 25 (see Table 5.3). When compared to Tables 2.9
and 2.10 (median length of service _f State Right to Read Directors
and median length of time States have been participating in
Right to Read), this means that the typical Advisory Council was
rormed eight months after the inception of the Right to Read
program and two months after the Right to Read Director assumed
nis position.

Cr the lo Right to Read Advisory Councils 85 percent (22
of them report to the Statc Right to Read Direct~r, and 5 per-
cent (10) of them report to the Chief State School Officer in
addition to, or in place of the State Right to Read Director.

In addition, 65 percent (17) of the Advisory Councils had their
members selected by the Chief State School Officer and/or the
State Rignt to Read Director.

The median number of times the Right to Read Advisory
Council mecets a year is 5.5 (see Table 5.1), and the Chairperson

r

spends a median amour 11 davs per vear on Right to Read

activities (see Table 5). Seventv-seven percent (20) of the
Chalrpersons report that their councii meetings are alwavs open
to the public. There 15 an averaue 1.5 non-members in

or

of
attendance at the typical Advisory Council meeting.



TABLE 5.2: [IMPROVEMENTS SELECTED BY CHAIRPERSON, STATE
RIGHT TO READ ADVISORY COUNCIL

IMPROVEMENTS TO ADVISORY COUNCIL FREQUENCY PERCENT
No improvements necessary 4 14
Increase decision-ma2king responsi-

bilities of Council 7 24
Decrease decision-making responsi-

bilities of Council 0 0
Report to another person 0 0
Increase size of Council 3 10
vecrease size of Council 0 0
Increase representation of minority

groups and/or women 7 24
Recruit members with more profes-

sional experience in the field of

reading 3 14
Recruit more members from outside

professional reacding field 8 28
Meet more frequently 4 14
Get the public to contribute more

ideas and support to the Council 17 59
Other 9 31
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TABLE 5.5: NUMBER OF MONTHS STATE RIGHT TO READ ADVISORY
COUNCILS HAVE BEEN IN EXISTENCE

\ONTHS FREQUENCY | PERCENT -
4 13.8
7 1 17.2
2 3 27.6
18 1 51.0
(median) - > 18.3
2 1 S1.7
2 2 58.6
2 1 62.1
50 3 72.4
33 1 75.9
34 1 79.53
36 4 95.1
10 1 96.6
63 1 100.0
[OTAL 29 100.0
i a—
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TABLE 5.4: NUMBER OF TIMES PER YEAR RIGHT TO READ ADVISORY
COUNCIL MEETS

CUMULATIVE
NUMBER OF MEETINGS PER YEAR FREQUENCY |PERCENT
0 r 3 10.3
2 1 24.1
3 6 44.8
‘median) .
4 3 55.2
5 5 72.4
6 3 82.8 |
8 1 86.7
9 1 89.7
10 1 95.1
12 2 100.0
TOTAL 29 100.0

w
a
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TABLE 5.5: NUMBER OF DAYSE PER YEAR ALDVISCRY COUNCIL CHAIRPERSON
SPENLCS ON RIGHT TO READ ACTIVITIES

NUMBER OF DAYS PER YEAR FREQUENCY | SR ULATIVE
Y - 3 0.3
5 1 13.8
4 1 17.2
5 1 20.7
i 3 31.0
8 1 34.5
9 1 37.9
10 3 18.3
(median)
12 2 55.2
1> 2 62.1
20 3 72.4
25 2 79.3
50 4 93.1
53 1 96.6
35 1 100.0
TOTAL 29 100.0
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B. Functions of the Right to Read Advisory Council

The most important duties and responsibilities of the
Right to Read Advisory Council according to the Advisory Coun-
cil Chairperson are shown in Table 5.6. This table indicates
that coordinational activities are not as important to the
Advisory Ccuncil as are other activities and responsibilities.

The median number of hours per month the State Right to
Read Director spends with the Advisory Council is four, with
the maximum number of hours spent by any director at 20. No
Advisory Council was involved in the selection of the State
Right to Read Director, and 29 percent (9) of the Directors
were formally introduced at Advisory Council meetings. Another
indication of the lesser degree of importance placed on coordi-
nation activities by the Advisory Council is that 19 percent (6)
Of the State Assistant Superintendents for Ihstruction are
members of the Advisory Council, and 36 percent (10) of the
State Directors of Adult Basic Education are members.

C. Measures of Effective Functioning of the Advisory Council

One measure of effective functicning of the Advisory Council
is the number of ways in which the Chairperson feels the Council
could improve its contribution to the State Right to Read Program.
The hypothesis is that a stated area of improvement is an area
that the Chairperson feels is important for the Advisory Council
to do well. Table 5.2 shows various improvements selected by
the Chairpersons. Fourteen percent (4) of the Chairpersons
feel no improvements are necessary. Th=2 improvement most often
selected (get the public to contribute more ideas and support to
the Council) relates very closely to the two most highly report-
ed duties and responsibilities of the Council which are dissemi-

nating information to the public and amassing public support.

(9]
o
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A second measure of the effective functioning of the Advisory
Council is the filtration of the concept of advisory councils to
the local district level. Fifty-one percent (347) of the local
district Right to Read Directors report the existence of
a local district Right to Read Advisory Council. Table
5.7 indicates that the major areas of emphasis of the local Advi-
sory Councils, dissemination and reviewing and/or evaluating the
Right to Read Program, are very similar to those of the State
Councils. In addition, 52 percent (357) of the local district
Directors reported that they spend some time or a great deas Of
time working with local district Advisory Councils or Unit Task

Forces.

The third measure of effective functioning of the Advisory
Council is the rating by State level respondents with respect to
how effectively the Right to Read Program has amassed public
support, and how effectively dissemination activities have taken
place. These two topics will be covered in detail in Chapters 8
and 9, and their effectiveness will be linked to the Advisory
Council a< that time.

D. Suminarv

while Advisory Councils exist in the majority of the States,
their composition is not in accordance with guidelines stipulated
by the Right to Read or Title VII rules and regulations.

The major activities in which .‘dvisory Councils are in-
volved are disseminating informatior to the public and amassing

public support.
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6

READING AS A TOP PRIORITY

What are the indicators of SEAs having established reading
as a top priority, e.g. organizational visibility and
support, additional State funding, resolutions and pro-
clamations, formal recognition of the position of LEA Right
to Read Director?

A Indicators That Reading Has R.cn Established as a Top

Prior.ty

One major indicator of the establishment of reading as a top
priority is the positiun of both the State and local district Right
to Read Director in the respective SEA and LEA hierarchy. As
illustrated in Chapter 2, both the State Right to Read Director
and the local district Right to Read Director have been afforded
positions in the SEA and LEA respectively in which they are in a
position to coordinate reading efforts and thereby establish read-
ing as a top priority.

Forty-eight percent (15) of the Right to Read Directors re-
port that needs assessment data were used in requesting allo-
cations of additional State funding for reading, 65 percent (20)
report they were used in supplying information for other agencies
or departments in the State, and 52 percent (16) state they were
used in providing documentation for support of Right to Read by
the State Department of Education. The utilization of needs
as:essment data to request additional State funding for reading,
to supply information for other agencies or departments in the
State, or to provide documentation for the support of Right to

APPLIED
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Read by the State Department of Education, is an indication that
the subject of reading must be high priority or the expenditure
created by this needs assessment would not be warranted.

B. State Level Subjective Ratings and Ranxings of Reading as
a Top Priority

Thirty-five percent (11) of the State Assistant Superinten-
dents for Instruction gave establishing reading as a top priority
rank 1, where 1 is high and 8 is low, in being essential for
success of the Right to Read Program in the State, and 26 percent
(8) gave it a rank of 2. 1In addition, Table 6.1 illustrates the
various respondents who rated the State activities involved in
supporting reading as a top priority as "excellent." Forty-five
percent (14) of the State Right to Read Directors did not rate
supporting reading as a top priority as excellent. This fact
might indicate that the State Right to Read Director would like
to see more support of reading as a top priority by other SEA

personnel,

TABLE ©.1: RESPONDENTS WHO RATED STATE ACTIVITIES IN THE
SUPPORT OF READING AS A TOP PRIORITY "EXCELLENT"

RESPONDENT FREQUENCY PERCENT

State Assistant 22 71
Superintendent
for Instruction

w
vl

State Right to 17
Read Director |

9
wl
~
\te)

Chairperson,
State Advisory
Council :

~1

w

. Director of State : 21
cAdult Basic '
“ Education

<n
-2
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C. Local District Activities in Support of Reading as a Top

Priority

Forty-four percent (40) of the District Superintendents/
Assistant Superintendents for Instruction cited providing docu-
mentation for the support of Right to Read or other district read-
ing programs at the Board of Education level as a major use of
needs assessment data. Forty-one percent (37) of them used needs
assessment data in requesting funds for reading, and 44 percent
(40) of them used needs assessment data in allocating funding
oriorities. Thus, needs assessment data were used to establish
both curricular and financial priorities for reading at the local

level as well.

D. Local District Level Perceptions of Reading as a Top Priority

Local district Right to Read Directors and District Superin-
tendents for Instruction ranked and rated the State activities
in support of reading as a top priority. Forty-nine percent (333)
of the local district Directors (mail-out), 56 percent (51) of the
local district Directors visited for on-site data collection, and
51 percent (46) of the District Superintendents/Assistant Superin-
tendents for Instruction gave establishirng reading as a top priority
a rank of 1. This indicates the emphasis placed on supporting
reading as a top priority at the local district level. In addi-
tion, 67 percent (462) of the mail-out local district Directors,
73 percent (71) of the on-site local district Directors, and 76
percent (29) of the District Superintendents/Assistant Superin-
tendents for Instruction rated the State activities in support

of reading as a top priority '"excellent."

E. Affective Impact of Establishing Reading as a Top Prioritv

There have been significant changes attributable to Right
to Read's emphasis on the establishment of reading as a top
priority. Table 6.2 illustrates some of the major affective
changes. Student, teacher, and administrator attitudes and

involvement in reading are significantly improved.
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TABLE 6.2: AFFECTIVE IMPACT OF ESTABLISHING READING AS A Top

PRIORITY

. , . _

RIQHT TO READ PRUGRAM SRTR*{ LRTR LRTR | DSASI Principal] Teacher

HAS IMPROVED OR mail- | QOn Director

INCREASED out site

7 E** s [ £ % |f s |f 3 |f INIEEE
Students' attitudes

towards reading 27 87| 491 71/80 88|72 791122 78 528 65
Teachers' attitudes

towards reading 31 100| S60 81;81 89/81 89 (128 81 583 71
Principals’' attitudes

towards reading 30 97| 537 78/79 87{79 87 124 79 549 67
Students’ time spent in

reading 25 81} 485 71|77 85|61 67 {118 75 510 62

Student library and/or
classroom book usage 28 90 470 68/79 87|63 69 /116 74 494 60

Teachers' time spent in
reading 23 74 483 70|67 74|68 751114 73 469 57

Teachers' preparatory
time for teaching

reading 23 74! 446 6569 76{70 771103 66 325 40
Teacher interaction

with colleagues 31 100] 570 8386 93|82 80/136 87 573 70
Teacher interaction

with administrators 31 1001 533 78!/85 93, 81 8911253 78 528 65
Teacher demand for

teacher aides 3 10} 387 56163 69;57 63 86 S35 400 49

Principal/admini-
strator: time spent ‘
administering reading ! i

90! 408 59/68 75|74 811104 66 461 56

|
]
|

programs 28
Principal/administra- .

tor interaction with l

zeachers 30 97| 537 78/ 76 83|82 901127 81 548 67

’rincipal/administra-

tor interaction with .
students 22 71| 360 52 60 5659 63 313 38

Principal/administra-
tor interaction with

other administrators : 22 33/ 391 357770
- e
SRTR®- State Right =0 Read Direc=or
LRATR - Local Right zo Read Director
28AST - Distric: Superintendent/Assistant Superintendent for Instruction
**& - frequency
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Also, Right to Read has expanded the variety of reading
methods being used to teach reading. Table 6.3 illustrates
this finding as reported by State and local level personnel.

Additionally, 87 percent (27) of the State Assistant
Superintendents for Instruction report that much more enthusiam
for reading exists since the inception of the R’ ;ht to Read
Program, 77 percent (24) state that teachers are more interest-
ed 1in teaching reading, and 58 percent (18) indicate that more
money and subplies are available. Thirty-nine percent (35) of
the District Superintendents/Assistant Superintendents for
Instruction indicate that the Right to Read Program in their

district has been very successful.

Over one third of the principals list greater awareness
and improved attitude on the part of the teacher, awareness of
the need for individual testing, and greater effort on the
part of students as benefits of the Right to Read Program in
their building. Finally, 61 percent (499) of the teachers
state that Right to Read has led to greater experimentation in
new or innovative methods of teaching reading, 59 percent (480)
report it has provided more c¢ffective tools for assessing the
needs of students, and 51 percent (420) indicate it has provided

better, measurable objectives to conduct a reading program.
r. Summary

Both State and local district personnel have recognizad the
importance of establishing reading as & top priority. The State
Right to Read Director indicates more support of reading as a
top priority is needed in the SEA, but these activities recceive
a rating of "excellent" 1n most States by SEA personnel other
than the State Director. Positive affective changes have been
reported as a result of the establishment of reading as a top

priority.
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7

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

To what extent are the ". delivering technical assistance
to LLIA projects in area-: . as instruction/curriculum,
program administration anu v.ganization development, re-
sources and program support? What are the evidences of
effectiveness?

The Rules and Regulations, subpart D" - Right to Read Grant,
Federal Register, Vol. <0, No. 90 - Thursday, May 8, 1975 obli-

gate State grintees under the following guidelines:

! " The provision of technical assistance of an exemplary
nature and thz dissemination of information in support of
rn¢ developmsnt, organization, and administration of read-
ing programs in local educational agencies and other
elementarv and seccndary schools.'" Activities must in-
clude "the provicion of technical assistance upon request',
and, ''the provision of follow-up technical assistance,

1]

upon request, to training program participants’.

The new rules for the Title VII-National Reading Improvem=nt
Act, Part B - State Reading Tmprovement Programs, stipulate that
ine ay.ezement between the Commissioner and the State Agency

oS-

fr—

"provides for technical assistince and support services
for local educational agencies participating in the

i program."

AL Description of Technical Assistance Activities at the State
Level

The median hours the typical State Rignt to Read Director

spends ner week providing technical assistance to local districts

<

-

tat

—
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2.5 (see Table 7.1,. In "hapter I it was shown tnat the median
urs the State Right to Read Director spends working on Right to
ad activities is 38 hours per week. Thus, it can be estimated
at almost 15 percent of the State Right to Read Diresctor’s

ne is spent providing technical assistance to local districts.

Technical assistance is a high priority area in the eyes of
ny of the State Right to Read Directors. Fifty eight percent
3) of the State Right to Read Directors rank providing tech-
cal assistance as one of the five most important objectives 1in

eir State for the success of the State kight to Read Program.

Table 7.2 illustrates the zreas of technical assistance most
equently provided by the State to local school districts. Pro-
an planning and management, needs assessment, and indi.idual-
ing instruction are the primary areas of emphasis in technical
sistance that are provided to local districts. Tabl- 7.3
lustrates the persoanel involved in providing techr 41 assist-
ce tu local districts. The provision or technical assistance

local districts is implemented through the use of many differ-
t yroups of experzs crawa from the SEA, t..e State Right to

ad staff, and consultants.

means ot providing technical

ct

One of the most frequen

ot
O

ts is through State Right to Read

tn

sistance to leocal dis

Ti
shnns and/or conference: . Twenty-nine percent (9) of the
te

e

r
ate Directors indica t...t loczl school district Right tc

1d Directors have attsnded more than 10 conferences and/or
rkshops in the past vear; 45 percent (14) indicate that they
ve attended between four and ten, and 23 percent (7) 1indicate
at they have atternded thr:e or less. Thus, ac.?rding to the
at= Righ® to Read Director, almost three fourths of the local
strict Direct.rs havo attended at least four conferences

i/or workshops in the past yvear.

D
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TABLE 7.1 NUMBER OF HOURS PER WEEK STATE RIGHT TO READ DIRECTORS
SPEND PROVIDING TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TO LOCAL DISTRICTS
CUMULATIVE

HOURS/WEEK FREQUENCY |} PERCENT

0 3 9.7

1 3 19.4

2 5 35.5

3 1 38.7

(nedian) > > i8.4

6 3 52.1

S 4 71.0

9 1 74.2

10 3 83.9

15 1 8§7.1

16 1 9¢C .3

654 1 93.5

Unspecified 2 100.0

TOTAL 31 100.0
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TABLE 7.2: AREAS IN WHICH THE STATE RIGHT TO READ PRTkod MOST
FREQUENTLY PROVIDES TECHNiCAL ASSISTANCE 17 _{UCAL

DISTRICTS :
AREA OF TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FREQUENCY PERCENT
Needs assessment ! 22 71
Program planning and management 29 94
Individualizing instruction - 19 61
Amassing public support 13 12
Classroom management procedures 9 29
Ins:zalling a continuous progress
organization 14 45
Tuter training 7 23 /
Develcping a budget A 3 ‘
wrriing with the private sector 1 3
Geme a3l arsnagerial skills 11 36
Parer. -~r-ainiag 2 7
' Competancy-pased staff levelcpnent 13 42
{ Policy guidance 1 13

Tvaluation 0 32
i Cther 2 7

~-3
4
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TABLE 7.3: PERSONNEL INVOLVED IN THE PROVISION OF TECHNICAL
ASSISTANCE TO LOCAL DISTRICTS

PERSONNEL ‘ FREQUENCY | PERCENT
State Right to Read staff 30 97
Regional Right to Read Directors 20 65
Other State administrative

personnel 21 68
Reading consaltants 23 74
Other consultants 20 65
Staff or teachers from other State

Educational Agencies 11 55
Staff or teachers from other

School districts 24 77
National Right to Read staff 5 16

Institution ot Higher ELducation

Staf¥f 3 12
Miscellaneous 2 8

(A}
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Table 7.4 shows the number of times State Right to Read
Directors have spoken in local school districts at in-service
workshops or similar activities, on topics related to reading
instruction. Over half the State Right to Read Directors in-
dicate that they have spoken in local school districts at least
50 times in the past year, yielding an average of at least one
such speaking engagement a week. Thus, as indicated by the data
gathevred from the State Right to Read Director, there is con-
siderable activity taking place in the provision of in-service
wor:.shops or similar activities.

3. Local District Level Perceptions of State-Provided Tecnnical
Asslstance

At the local district level, the local district Right to
Read Directors rated the quality of techr.ical assistance their
districts received from the State. Tabl 7.5 shows these rac.ings
from the lccal Directors who responded to the mail survey. This
table shows considerable difference of perception between local

Directors concerning the quality of the technical assistance

received indicati: - that the provisicen of technical assistance 1s
not necessxz.i'y . is.ributed according to need. Alse, 39 percent
(270) of ths [zexi Directors did not actively seek this technical
assistanc.. ..u 4. percent (318) are provided witih techinical

ssistance thev did not request.

..

“iftv-four percent (85) of wthe principals report that
they received technical assistance from the State Rigrt to
Fea¢ staff, and 58 percent (476) of the teachers report the
Forty-eigh* percent (327) of the local district Right
irectors, 47 percent (45) of the District Superinten-
a Superintendents for Instruction, -5 poraent
£ the principals, and 43 percent (393 of the teachers

vy O
inti:ate they would like = .re wo. kshops, consultants, in-service
training, and other forms of t<chnical assistrnce from the
State Right to Resod Progran.
8y
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This information is corroborated by the fact that 45 per-
cent (309) of the local distri:t Right to Read Directors and
43 percent (39) of the District Superintendents/Assistant
Superintendents for Instruction rate technical assistance pro-
'""'scme improvement needed.' Four percent

and four percent (4) of the Superintendents

ided by the state as
(28) of the Directors
indicate that nothing has been done in their State in the area
of technical assistance.

C. Compariscn of Local 2istrict Perceptions to State Level
Subjective Rankings and Ratings

In their rankings of activities as to how essential they
are for the success of the Right to Read program in taeir district,
48 percant (350) of the local district Right to Read Directors
(mail-out;, 57 percent (52) of the local district Right to Read
Directors (on-site), and 6o percent (59) of the District Super-
intendants/Assistant Superintendents for Instruction gave tech-
nical assistance a rank of 7 or 8, with 8 being the lowest rank.
At the sState level, oniy 10 percent (3) of the State Assistant
Superint:2:ndents for Instruction ranked technical ~ssistance 7 or
3. Thus, there is a difference between State and loral level
personnel with respect to the perception of the importance =f
technical assis.ance activities for the success of the Right to
Read program.

In addition, ratings were provided at the Stats level

concerning the quality of technical assistance provided to
iocal district Right to Fead programs. Sixtv-five pe-cent (20)
of the State Assistant 3uperinterdents for Instruction, 52 per-

the Chairpersons, State Right to Read Advisory
Education
to Read Di-

excellent.

ercent (10) orf the State Adult Basic
(10) of the

technical assisctan

e

percent State Right

(gl
(]

provided as

cTy-eight percent (13) of the State Rizht to Read Diroc-ors,
- percent (13 or the State Assistant Superintendents for
inrtriuction, and 45 percent ({1:. of the Chief State Schoal
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Dfficers rated providing technical assistance one of the five

most iaportant State objectives.

Thus, there is considerable fluctuation in terms of overall
rankings and ratings. Analysis of the pattern of rankings and
ratings indicates that the local district personnel are re-
porting that they need more technical assistance in areas they
would like to specify, and that what they have received so far
is ° .ad juate. However, they are not allowing lack of effective
technical assistance to interfere with the success of their dis-

trict Right to Read Programs.

Thne =echnical assistance provided by the State is rated
highly by the State Assistant Superintendent for Instruction and
the Advisory Council Chairperson. The State Right to Read Di-
ractor teels this area needs improvement. Fifty-eight percent
713) orf the State Rignt to Read Directors feel that local dis-
tricts need more workshoos, consultants, in-service training and
ther ferms of technical assistance. Also, 71 percent (22) of
the State Right to Read Directors indicate that more support

£f is needed for the Director to carry out responsibilities in

]
-y

sta
technical assistance. Median support staff provideu t- State

xight to Read Directors ccansists of one secretary.

These facts, in combination with the fact that 45 percent
(14) of the State Right to Read Directors, 39 percent (12) of
the Chief State School Officers, and 26 percent (8) of the
ate Assistant Superintendents for Instruccion rarX sponsoring

(r:

Szat2 conferences and wcrkshops as one of the five least impor-
t.nt objectives in the State, indicate that workshops and
conferencas ~re not acceptable means of providing technical
assistance. It would appear t'.at the State and local district
personnel are all =xpressing this opinion: conferences and work-
shops do ot suffice, vet other forms of technical assistance are
needed. And, what the State Direccor indicates is that workshops
hive been the primary method of providing technical assistance

() <
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to the districts, and in order to provide alternative forms of

tecrnical assistance, more staff support is needed.

D. Technical Assistance Activities at the Local Level

At the local district level, data from the principals
indicate that the local district Right to Read Director
spends a mediar amount of 24 percent of the time spent in their
building providing technical assistance to teachers (see Tabie
7.6). In additici, 53 percent (83) of the principals state that
they have received technical assistance at one time or another
from the district Right to Read staff. Table 7.7 1llustrates
the tvpes of t=chnical assistance that have been provided.

Fifty-eight percent (476) of the teachers state that they
have received teciinical assistance from the district Right to
Read Director or staff. Table 7.8, which may be compared to
Table 7.9, il.ustrates areas of technical assistance teachers
received. Thirty-two percent of the time the local district
Right to Read Director visits a classroom, it is to provide tech-

nical assistance for the teacher.

In conjunction with the aodoove, at least one fourth of the
local district Directors (on-site) report that they spend a great
dea’ of time training teachers, observing and supervising teach-
ers, and/or instructing in remedial reading. Also, 41 percent
(37) of the local district Right to Read Directors have had 2

reat deal of participation in observing Right to Read classrooms.

T)U"

orty percent {36) of the Directors report thay they have also

involved principals to a great extent in tnis activity.
Conferencss and workshops do nct s=sem to he a major district

level activity to provide technical assistance 1n spite of the
act that in two thirds of the districts conferences were used to

tty

initially involve teachers and/cr principals in Right to Read.

3
o

irty five percent (87) of the principais have attended Right to

=,

ad zonferences and/or Jorkshups, yet the median days attended

]
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TABLE 7.6: PERCENT OF TIME LOCAL DISTRICT DIRECTOR
SPENDS PROVIDING TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

CUMULATIVE
PERCENT OF TIME FREQUENCY PERCENT
pa— e——C
0 28 18
kS 1 18
5 4 21
7 1 22
8 1 22
10 22 36
12 1 37
13 1 38
15 5 41
2 10 47
(median) 24 1 18
25 11 55
30 7 59
33 3 61
35 5 64
10 6 68
15 1 69
46 1 69
10 1 70
50 17 81
55 1 g2
50 1 34
70 2 85
J 5 39
X 5 92
- 3 94
90 4 96
95 1 97
28 or More 3 99
Unspecified 2 100
e - <J; 1
TOTAL 157 10¢C
94
.11

N
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TABLE 7.7: KXINDS OF TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PROVIDED TO SCHOOLS
AS A RESULT OF THE RIGHT TO READ PROGRAM

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FREOUENCY PERCENT

Provision of outside consultants
to work with your staff 76 48

Assistance for teachers who do notu
teach reading in the planning of
curricula which incorporate the

Right to Read strategy 56 36
Provision of training sessions for
teachers 1.3 72
Provision of training sessions for
administrators 77 49
Assistance in needs assessment 91 58
Assistance in evaluation 75 48
Assistance in diagnostic/prescrip-
tive approach 87 55
Provision of curriculum materials 72 16
Other 18 1z
7.12
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TABLE 7.8: TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PROVIDED TO TEACHERS

AREAS OF TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FREQUENCY PERCENT

Needs assessment 340 41

New and/or innovative approaches

to teaching reading 12 50
Curriculum development in the av:. |

of reading ¢ 524 40
The teaching of subjects other

than reading g "05 25
Instructional materials and aids

development 438 53
Evaluation of the school's 7% it

to Read Program 232 28
Assistance in developing the

diagnostic/prescriptive approach 298 36
Other - _ 53 7
Never received any technical

assistance from Right to Read 153 19
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last vear was less than one. A median of 60 percent of reading
teachers and 10 percent of content area teachers attended con-
ferences last vear. Again, however, the median days attended
last vear was less than one. These facts indicate only slight
participation in workshops and/or conferences. However, 75 per-
cent (113) of the principals and 37 percent (305) of the teachers
indicate that released time is provided as an incentive for
teachers to attend conferences and/or workshops. A possible
explanation of the lack of participation on the part of teachers
in workshop activities might be the fact just illustrated, that
only half the teachers in districts where released time is pro-
vided, are aware that this provision exists.

E. School Level Ratings of District-Provided Technical
Assistance

Twenty-two percent (184) of the teachers rate the techniczal
assistance they have received as very helpful in enabling them to
carry out classroom activities, and 45 percent (366) rate it as
helpful. Twenty percent (167) of the teachers report they have

not received any technical assistance.

Forty percent (329) of the teachers, 35 percent (30) of the
District Superintendents/Assistant Superintendents for Instruc-
tion and 31 percent (49) of the principals want more workshops,
consultants, in-service training and other forms of technical
assistance to be provided by the district Right to Read Program.
Additionally, in the order above, 21 percent (168), 28 percent
(25), and 25 percent (40) indicate that more staff support is
needed for the district Right to Read Director. Thirty-one
percent (28) of the local district Right to Read Directors con-
cur with this opinion.

wenty percent (18) of the District Superintendents/Assist-
ant Superintendents for Instruction indicate technical assistance
as the type of special s ~art and/or materials available to

nartivipating Right to . schools but not to others in the

district.
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F. Summary

Provision of technical assistance is a high priority objec-
tive at the State level, and much activity takes place in the
provision of technical assistance to local districts. At the
local district level, the local Director spends a great deal of

time providing technical assistance to teachers.

Local level personnel express dissatisfaction with workshobps
and/or conferences which are the primary modes of presentation
of technical assistance by the State. The local Directors ex-
press the need for more and varied types of technical assist-
ance which they may request. This need on the part of local
district Directors is in line with the stipulations of the Rules
and Regulations underlying the Right to Read Program; the pro-
vision of technical assistance and follow-up technical assistance

upon request.
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DISSEMINATION

What are the SEAs' dissemination activities in regard to
promising/validated practices, curriculum materials, avail-
able consultants? What are the indicators of effective-
ness?

An analysis of the dissemination activities related to Right
to Read is important for two reasons: (I) dissemination activi-
ties are the vehicles for promulgating Right to Read activities
throughout the State, and (2) analysis of dissemination activi-
ties will be linked to the effectiveness of the State Right to
Read Advisory Council and Task Force, as indicated in Chapters

4 and 5.

Under the Rules and Regulations, Subpart D - Right to Read
Grants, Federal Register, Vol. 40, No. 90 - Thursday, May 8, 1975,

"provision is made for disseminating the results of the
project and for making materials, techniques, and other
outputs resulting therefrom available to the general
public and specifically to those concerned with the area
of education with which the project is itself concerned.
Also included are 'the distribution of Right to Read
materials and other information made available by the
Commissioner', and, 'the provision of information of
effective and validated reading programs and specific
approaches to the teaching and learning of reading
skills'."

The new rules for the Title VII-National Reading Improvement

Program, Part B - State Reading Improvement Programs stipulate,

9y

o
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", . .provision for the dissemination to the educational
community and the general public of information about the
obiectives of the program and results achieved in the course

Lof its implementation."

A Major Focus of Dissemination Activities at the State Level

Two of the National objectives relate to dissemination activi-
ties. These objectives are presented in Table 8.1 with the
ratings by three State-level personnel. At least one third of
the State personnel rating these objectives included them within
the five least important for the success of the Right to Read
Program in the State. Less than one-fourth of the State personnel
rated identifying, validating, and disseminating promising pro-
grams among the five most important objectives for success of
the program in the State, and approximately ten percent rated
developing State Right to Read dissemination vehicles as among
the five most important (see Table 3.3). In addition, 42 percent
(13) of the State Assistant Superintendents for Instruction ranked
developing, identifying, and validating reading programs and
activities as 7 or 8 in being essential for success of the Right

to Read Program in State, where 8 is the lowest rank.

In spite of the low ranking given dissemination activities
at the State level, the State Right to Read Director spends a
median of four hours a week disseminating program materials and
information, and almost two hours a week conducting public re-
lations activities (see Tables 8.2 and 8.3), which constitutes
almost 16 percent of the Dirzsctor's working hours on Right to
Read activities. Seven percent (2) of the State Assistant Super-
intendents for Instruction indicate that they have participated
to a great extent in disseminating Right to Read information.

Table &.3 illustrates the Kinds :-" materials the State
Right to Read Director reports disser :.:ting to various groups
of people, and the frequency of the dissemination activities.
Public relations materials are most often disseminated to the
local district Right to Read Director and to the District
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TABLE 8.1: RATING OF DISSEMINATION ACTIVITIES AS AMONG THE
FIVE LEAST IMPORTANT FOR SUCCESS OF THE RIGHT TO
READ PROGRAM IN THE STATE

; Y
SRTR¥ SASI CSSsOo
" OBJECTIVE “Freq Pct Freq Pct 1 Freq Pct

Identify, validate 16 52 11 35 9 29
and disseminate
promising programs
developed within
the State

Develop State Right 12 39 12 39 13 42
to Read Dissem-
ination Vehicles

*SRTR - State Right to Read Director -
SASI - State Assistant Superintendent for Instruction
CSSO - Chief State School Officer

TABLE 8.2: HOURS PER WEEK STATE RIGHT TO READ DIRECTORS
SPEND DISSEMINATING PROGRAM MATERIALS AND
INFORMATION

CUMULATIVE

HOURS FREQUENCY | PERCENT
0 2 6.5
1 4 19.4
2 2 25.8
) 4 38.7
(median) 4 4 51.6
5 7 74.2
8 2 80.6
10 1 83.9
15 1 87.1
20 2 93.5
Unspecified 2 100.0

———

TOTAL 51 100.9
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: O READ DIRECTOR
3: ER WEEK STATE RIGHT T
TABLE 8.3 gggsgSPCONDUCTING PUBLIC RELATIONS ACTIVITIES

CUMULATIVE
HOURS FREQUENCY JPERCENT
2 6.5
0 T 9 35.5
: 7 .1
: 3 67.7
X 2 74.2
% 3 83.9
: 2 96G.3
13 1 93.5
Unspecified 2 100.0
TOTAL 31 100.0

102
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Superintendent/Assistant Superintendent; and curriculum materials
are most often disseminated to the local district Director. The
media most often used for dissemination are printed materials

84 percent of the time (26), professional conferences 58 percent
of the time (18), and local newspaper 52 percent of the time
(16). Local districts are expected to do their own dissemination
in 77 percent (24) of the States.

B. Local District Perceptions of State Dissemination Activities

Table 8.5 displays the quantity of the various types of
dissemination materials District Superintendents/Assistant Super-
intendents received from the State in the last year. While 61
percent of the State Right to Read Directors reported dissem-
inating public relations materials to the District Superintendents/
Assistant Superintendents for Instructiomr more than 6 times in
the past year, 20 percent of the District Superintendents/Assist-
ant Superintendents reported receiving them that often. In
addition, 61 percent (96) of the principals report receiving
training/curriculum materials, and 64 percent (100) report re-

ceiving public relations materials from the State.

Another comparison that may be made between the State and
the local district is the local district Director's training in
dissemination techniques. Thirty-six percent (11) of the State
Directors cited a great deal of emphasis placed on dissemination
techniques in the first year of the local district Right to Read
Director's training, and 45 percent (14) reported a great deal
of emphasis in the second and third years. At the local level,
25 percent (170) of the 'local district Directors reported Te-
ceiving a great deal of training in dissemination techniques the
first year, and 11 percent (77) reported a great deal in the
second and third years. Twenty percent (136) of the local dis-
trict Directors stated that the training they did receive was
very useful, and 46 percent (317) rated it somewhat useful.
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C. Dissemination of Promising/Validated Practices in Reading

Exemplary reading programs have been described by the State
to 23 percent (21) of the District Superintendents/Assistant
Superintendents for Instruction as Programs which might be uti-
lized in the development of their reading program. Of this
group, 76 percent (16) have utilized these programs in some way
in their own Right to Read Program. Additionally, 60 percent
(55) of the District Superintendents/Assistant Superintendents
for Instruction, and 49 percent of the local district Right to
Read Directors ranked developing, identifying, and validating
reading programs and activities as 4, 5, or 6 on the scale of 1
to 8.

D. State Subjective Rating of Dissemination Activities Compared
to Local District Perceptions

Thirty-two percent of the State Assistant Superintendents for
Instruction, 45 percent (13) of the Chairpersons, Advisory Coun-
cil, and 32 percent (9) of the State Directors of Adult Basic Edu-
cation rated State dissemination of pProgram materials as being
excellent. In corroboration, 48 percent (15) of the State Right
to Read Directors indicated that greater dissemination is needed
on the Right to Read strategy. In addition, 32 percent (10) of
the Directors indicated a budget insufficiency in dissemination.

At the local district level, 39 percent (270) of the local
district Right to Read Directors and 25 percent (23) of the Dis-
trict Superintendents/Assistant Superintendents rated dissem-
inating program materials as being eXcellent. In terms of im-
provements, 25 percent (173) of the local district Directors de-
sire greater dissemination on the Right to Read strategy, 30
percent (205) desire greater dissemination on the teaching of
reading, and 34 percent (31) of the District Superintendents/
Assistant Superintendents for Instruction, 34 percent (53) of
the principals, and 46 percent (378) 0of the teachers desire
greater dissemination in both areas for teachers and principals.

106
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Thus, it appears that while dissemination is not highly rated
at the State level, the State Director spends a disproportionally
large amount of time invdissemination activities, and feels that
the State performance in dissemination is not adequate. And,
irrespective of these ratings, the State level personnel per-
ceive that they are providing more in the way of dissemination
than the local district level personnel indicate they ar€ re-
ceiving. At the local level, personnel indicateé more dissemin-

ation is needed from the State.

E. Dissemination Activities at the Local District Level

Local district level personnel rely on the State Right to
Read staff to provide dissemination materials. While 49 Percent
(45) of the districts visited used needs assessment data for
disseminating program materials and information, only 10 Percent
(9) of the local Directors in these districts spend a great deal
of time disseminating the program materials or strategy Withip
the community or to other districts. And, 19 percent (17) of
them spend a great deal of time developing Right to Read dissem-
ination materials. In addition, 17 percent (15) of the districts
have local Advisory Councils that spend a great deal of time

disseminating information.

The following numbers of local district Right to Read
Directors indicate that Right to Read activities have been pre-
sented more than 6 times in the past yéar through these Vvehicles:

e district newsletter - 19 percent (17);

local media not sponsored by the district - 20
percent (18);

e conferences sponsored by the district - 14 percent (13);

e presentations at professional meetings - 20 percent
(18); and

e PTA/PTO meetings - 15 percent (14).

10%
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To reiterate one of the findings in Chapter 2, those local
district Right to Read Directors who report to the District Super-
intendent or Assistant Superintendent spend more time in dissem-
ination activities both within and outside the district, than do

those who report to a principal.

F. Summarz

Local district Right to Read Programs do not have the re-
sources or staff to effectively provide their own dissemination
materials. These people rely on the State Right to Read staff
to provide these materials for them. At the State level, dissem-
ination activities are the responsibility of the Advisory Council
and/or the Task Force, which are not part of the line of authority
in the State Department of Education hierarchy. Also, from the
data COncerniﬂé the amount of training in dissemination received
by local Directors, it appears that the State Right to Read Pro-
gram plan is for local Directors to provide the dissemination

materials and activities.
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AMASSING PUBLIC SUPPORT

What evidence obtains regarding the extent to which the

SEAS are successiul in amassing public support via pro-

fessional associations, civic groups, public officials,

parent organizations, community groups?

As was indicated in Chapter 5, the extent to which States
are effectively amassing public support will be linked to the

effectiveness of the State Right to Read Advisory Council.

A Description of Amassing Pubiic Support Activities

To recapitulate information presented in earlier chapters,
71 percent (22) of the State Right to Read Directors indicate
that amassing public support is a major area 0. emphasis for the
Advisory Council. Twenty-six percent (8) indicate that it is
a major activity for the State Right to Read Task Force. In
addition, the Advisory Council has a median of one member repre-
senting a parent group, according to the State Right to Read

Director.

In the typical work week, the State Director spends a mediun
of two hours conducting public relations activities, and at least
65 percent (20) of the State Directors have provided public re-
lations materials tc PTA/PTO groups, parents, and/or community/
business nrganizations. In addition, the State Director reports
that the following vehicles are used for dissemination activities

at the State level:
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e local newspapers and community meetings are used
frequently; and

e local radio, PTA/PTO meetings, and local television
are used occasionally.

B. Indicators of Importance of Amassing Public Support at the
State Level

Sixty-five percent (20) of the Chief State School Officers,
52 percent (18) of the State Right to Read Directors, and 45 per-
cent (l14) ¢ :he State Assistant Superintendents for Instruction
rate using Right to Read materials to involve the educational
community and the private sector in the process of reading, and
in State and community level volunteer activities, 2s one of the
five least important objectives in the State. Only 7.percent
(2), 7 percent (2}, aand 13 percent (4) in the order above, rated

it as one Of the five most importaat activities in the State.

Sixty-five percent (20) of the State Right to Read Directors
indicate that a great deal of emphasis was placed on community
relations i~ the local district Right to Read Directors' training
the first yvear, and 61 percent (19) placed a great deal of emphasis
on it in the second and third vears. In addition, 42 percent (13)
of the State Directors reported that providing technical assist-
ance to local districts in amassing public support was one of
the five areas of technical assistance most frequently provided.
Thus, the State Directors indicate an emphasis cn helping local
district Directors amass public support, rather than the State
Directors amassing public support at the SEA level.

C. Local District Perceptions of Amassing Public Support
Actlvities

At the local district level, 33 percent (227) of the Di-
rectors indicate that they received a great deal of trainin~ 1in
community relations in the f£i.-t :triining year, and 12 percent
“31) received a great deal in s se¢cond and third vears.

Twentv-Sour percent (lol) found this training very usetful, and

i
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another 43 percent (294) found it somewhat useful. However, 47
percent (325) of the local district Directors rated the technical
assistance they had received in amassing public support as bare-
ly sufficient or not at all sufficient for district needs, and
50 percent (350) of the local district Directors rated the tech-
nical assistance provided in educating parents as barely or not
at all sufficient for district needs. These facts may not
necessarily be indicative of a disparity of opinion between
State and local level personnel regarding amassing public
support activities, but may, instead, be another indication of
the local level dissatisfaction with technical assistance activ-
ties.

D. Local District Amassing Public Support Activities

Little has been done at the local district level 1n amass-
ing public support. Nineteen percent (130) of the local dis-
trict Directors had their appointments announced via district
newsletter, seven percent (45) via local radio, and one nercent
{5) on local television. Although 46 percent (322) of the
local district Directors have spent at least sone time dissem-
inating the program within the community, only 16 percent (111)
of the Directors have spent at least some time working with
politicians and newspapers. In addition, 12 percent (80) of
the Directors report that there is a local district Advisory
Council that greatly emphasizes amassing public support.

.

Table 9.1 illustrates the scope of dissemination activities
undertaken bv the local district Right to Read Directors. It
may be noted that one fourth to one third of the local dis-
trict Directors have done nothing in the past year in ..
iissemination that was directed towards the public. In addi-
tion, the median number of times the local district Directors
have met with the Board of Education in the past year to éex-
plain or discuss the Right to Read Program is 0.5.

11,
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E. Subjective Ratings of Amassing Public Support

A means of rating amassing public support activities 1is to
determine the satisfaction with the amount of public support
currently being provided for the Right to Read Program. Table 9.2
illustrates that at least 30 percent of the respondents shown in
the table indicate a need for more involvement and support from

parents and/or the community.

On the other hand, 30 percent (244) of the teachers indicate
that one of the effects the Right to Read Program has had on
their school is an increased number of parent volunteers in
the school programs. In addition, 15 percent (23) of the princi-
pals indicate better parent/community involvement, increased
volunteers, and better school/community relationship as a result

o¢ the Right to Read Program.

TABLE 9.2: RESPONDENTS WHO INDICATE THAT MORE INVOLVEMENT AND
SUPPORT ARE NEEDED FROM PARENTS AND/OR THE COMMUNITY

RESPONDENT FREQUENCY PERCENT |

w
v

State Right to Read Director 17

District Superintendent/
Assistant Superintendent

| for Instruction 12 46 ;
%Local District Right to '
Read Director (mail-out) 214 31
Local District Right to
Read Director (on-site) 338 i 12
Principal/Director . 63 ; 10
. Teacher 381 l 47
9.5
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E. Summary

Amassing public support activities are not effectively
imp.emented by the Advisory Council. The emphasis on training
in community relations indicates that the State Right to Read
staff would prefer general dissemination and amassing public
‘support activities to be the responsibility of the local dis-
trict Right to Read programs, but the local districts have
neither the staff nor the resources to effectively manage these
activities.

State and district level personnel indicate a need for more
involvement and support from parents and/or the community. This
fact could indicate a lack of support from these groups, or might
indicate that support from these groups has proven helpful and

more is desired. -
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10

EQUITABLE DISTRIBUTION OF SERVICES

To what extent have the SEAs established criteria for the
equitable distribution of services to LEA projects? To
what extent have the SEAs altered their funding pattern
related to reading and, if so, for what reasons?

The new rules governing the Title VII-National Reading
Improvement Act, Part B - State Reading Improvement Programs
provide for an agreement between the Commissioner and the State

Agency that:

"sets forth criteria ior achieving an equitable dis-
tribution of that part ¢f the assistance under this
part which is made avaiiuble to local educational agen-
cies pursuant to the second sentence of subsection (b)
of this section, which criteria shall -
(A) take into account the size of the population
to be served, beginning with preschool, the relative
needs of pupils in different population groups with-
in the State for the program authorized by this
title, and the financial ability of the local edu-
cational agency serving such pupils,
(B) assure that such distribution shall include
grants to local educational agencies having high
concentrations of children with low reading pro-
ficiency, and
(C) assure an equitable distribution of funds among
L urban and rural areas."

P
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The only provisions under the Rules and Regulations, sub-
part D - Right to Read Grants, Federal Register, Vol. 40, No. 90,
Thursday, May 8, 1975 that relate to equitable cistribution of
services is the following provision for needs assessment:

"provide statewide surveys and needs assessment to
determine the State of the Art in reading and reading
instruction."

A. Criteria Uéed in Selection of Local Districts for Partici-
pation in Right to Read

Table 10.1 shows the criteria which were used by the States
to select local districts to participate in the Right to Read
Prcgram in each phase. gelection criteria are addressed by the
National Right to Read objective which states: ''Select local
educational agencies which are representative of the geographic
location and student populatior of the State to -participate in the

program and secure specific agreements for their participation.”

The four most frequently used criteria in all four phases
were willingness of local districts to comply with terms of the
agreement/contract, gecgraphical or regional representation,
representation across urban, suburban and rural areas, and those
who volunteered. Number of students is not frequently taken into
consideration when selecting local districts to participate 1in

the Right to Read Program.

Ninetv-seven percent (30) Of the State Right to Read Di-
rectors and 73 percent (66) of the pist¢rict Superintendents/
Assistant Superintendents report that there is an agreement/
contract between the State and local school districts.

The results of needs assessments are not frequently used
1s criteria for selection of local districts for participation
in the Right to Read Program. In Phase I, 10 percent (5), and
in Paases II and III, three percent (1) of the State Right to
Read Directors indicated that needs assessment data were used 3s

o
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TABLE 10.1: CRITERIA USED BY THE STATE TO SELECT LOCAL DISTRICTS
TO PARTICIPATE IN THE RIGHT TO READ PROGRAM

PHASE 1 | PHASE 2 | PHASE 53 | PHASE 4

CRITERIA -
Freq Pct |Freq Pct Freq Pct |Freq Pct

Prior trainine of local
district Right to Reac

Directors 2 6 5 16 4 13 1 3
Previous successful reading

progranms 3 10 2 6 2 6 0
Representation across urban, - -

suburban rural areas 16 52 10 32 10 32 2 6
Needs assessnien 3 10 1 3 1 3 0
Nunmber of students 3 10 2 6 2 6 0
Teographical or regional :

19 61 |10 32 |12 391 26

represcntation

Willingness of local districts:
to comply with terms of

1greement/centract 27 87 25 81 23 74 4 13
Ethnic or racial composition 2 6 2 6 2 6 0
Random selection of school

districts 3 10 2 6 2 6 J
Ccmpetitive proposals 1 3 0 0 0
Volunteers 12 39 11 35 9 29 3 10

‘ 2 2 6 3 10

| Other.
10 3 10 9 29

(%]
e

Does not apply

11%
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criteria for selection of local districts (see Table 10.1). Also,
ten percent (3) of the State Directors indicate that the results
of needs assessments were used for developing criteria for selec-
tion of local districts for participation since 1971 but prior

to Right to Read, and 16 percent (5) of them indicate that needs
assessments had been used for this purpose since the State enter-
ed the Right to Read Program.

B. Criteria Used in Selection of Local Schools in the District
Right to Read Program

Table 10.2 illustrates how school participation in Right to
Read is regulated, according to the District Superintendent/
Assistant Superintendent. Twenty-one percent (19) of them in-
dicate that certain schools are selected by particular criteria.
In over 50 percent of the districts, either all schools are man-
dated to participate or only schools which volunteer are selected
for participation.

Sixty nine percent (63) of the District Superintendents/
Assistant Superintendents for Instruction indicate that all
schools in their districts have been included in the Right to
Read Program. Of the 12 percent (11) that report that they
have not yet included schools that had volunteered for the Right
to Read Program, the major reason cited was not enough resources
to provide the program to all buildings.

C. Criteria Used to Determine Distribution of Right to Read
Services to Local Districts

Table 10.3 shows the criteria which are used by the State
to determine the distribution of Right to Read Services to local
school districts. The State Right to Read Director indicates
that size, geographic location, equal support to all districts,
and (listed under other) support requested by the districts are
the four most frequently used criteria for distribution of

services.
11§
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TABLE 10.2:
IN RIGHT TO READ

LOCAL DISTRICT. REGULATION OF SCHOOL PARTICIPATION

-

HOW PARTICIPATION IS REGULATED FREQUENCY PERCENT
Only schools which volunteer are 24 26
selected for participation
All schools are mandated to partici- 23 25
pate
Certain schools are selected by
particular criteria 19 21
No regulations exist at this time 15 17
6 7

Other

TABLE 10.3: CRITERIA FOR DETERMINING DISTRIBUTION OF RIGHT TO
READ SERVICES TO LOCAL DISTRICTS ACCORDING TO THE
STATE RIGHT TO READ DIRECTOR
CRITERIA FREQUENCY PERCENT
Size (i.e., population) 9 29
Ethnic compostion 2 7
Geographic location (e.g., urban,
rural, suburban) ' 11 36
Recommendations by State personnel 7 23
Results of students' need assessment 4 13
Results of staff needs assessment 7 25
Results of instructional system
needs assessment 7 25
Submission of a comprehensive plan
of action by the local school
districts 6 19
All local districts receive the same
amount of support 11 3
Other (includes as requested by 13 )

districts)

10.5
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A cross-tabulation of the two Criteria size and geographic
location indicates that 39 percent (12) of the States report
using size or geographic location, OT both of these criteria for
determining the distribution of all Right to Read services to
local school districts (see Table 10.4). Sixty one percent
(19) used neither criteria and thus aTe not adhering to the

tenets of the objective.

Table 10.5 illustrates the type of support and/or materials
that are provided to the districts by the States according to
the State Right to Read Director, the District Superintendent/
Assistant Superintendent for InstTruction, and the local district
Right to Read Director. The States more frequently provide
support and direction when it is needed to carry out the Right
to Read Program and its objectives, Tather than providing a com-
plete program or providing little OT no “support of any type.

The results of needs assessments are more frequently used
as criteria for determining the distribution of all Right to
Read services to local districts than for selecting local dis-
tricts for participation in the Right to Read Program. Table 10.3
shows the percent of State Right to Read Directors that indi-
cated that results of needs assessments are used as criteria for
determining the distribution of Right to Read services. Thirteen
percent (4) of them indicate the results of students' needs assess-
ments are used, 235 percent (7) indicate the results of staff needs
assessments are used, and 23 percent (7) indicate the results of
instructional system needs assessments are used. Also, when the
State Right to Read Directors were asked how the results of needs
assessments were used, 35 percent (l1) indicated that since the
State entered the Right to Read Program the results of needs
assessments have been used for determining priorities for
funding allocations. Forty percent (36) of the District Super-
intendents/Assistant Superintendents for Instruction report that
their districts received funds from the State Right to Read Pro-
gram for Right to Read activities.

10.6
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TABLE 10.4: AMOUNT OF OVERLAP OF CRITERIA SIZE AND GEOGRAPHIC
LOCATION FOR DETERMINING DISTRIBUTION QF SERVICES
TO LOCAL DISTRICTS

CRITERIA GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION
No Yes
N\ * 2
SIZE No 19 3
Yes 1

* NYumbers in cells are frequencies

TABLE 10.5: TYPE OF SUPPORT/MATERIALS SUPPLIED BY THE STATE TO
THE DISTRICTS ’

TYPE OF SUPPORT SRTR# * DSASI LRTR
Freq Pct Freq Pct Freq Pct

Provide support and
direction when needed
in carrying out pro-
gram and its objec-
tives 27 87 78 86 502 73

Provide complete pro-
gram to adapt/adopt

in district 4 13 3 3 43 6
o ———
Provide little or no :
support of any type :
to the district 0 0 10 11 117 17

* SRTR - State Right to Read Director
DSASI - District Superiatendent/Assistent Superintendent
for Instruction
LRTR - Local District Right to Read Director
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Criteria Used to Determine Distribution of Right to Read
Tervices EFrom Local Districts to the Schools

At the local level, 47 percent (43) of the District Super-
1tendents/Assistant Superintendents for Instruction report that
iere are criteria that Right to Read schools in their districts
1st comply with to be considered participating Right to Read
-hools. The five most frequently reported criteria are:

in-service training and/or staff development;
adherance to district reading program,

working arrangement between teacher and volunteers;
teacher commitment to Right to Read; and

criteria determined by local and State Right to Read
staff.

orty-four percent (40) of the District Superintendents/Assistant

uperintendents for Instruction indicate the results of needs

ssessments were used for allocating funding priorities.

At the school level, 49 percent (398) of the teachers and
0 percent (79) of the principals indicate the district supplies
aterials, staff, and other support to help them conduct or carry
ut their reading programs. Thirteen percent (103) of the teach-
rs and 28 percent (44) of the principals indicate that the
istrict sets specific firm guidelines for the conduct of the
eading programs, while 31 percent (255) of the teachers and 15
ercent (23) of the principals indicate that the district does
ittle or nothing to assist in carrying out their reading pro-

rams.

Twelve percent (11) of the District Superintendents/
ssistant Superintendents for Instruction indicate that no
upport and/or materials have been made available to the Right
o Read Schools and not to others in their district. On the
ther hand, in the other districts, support and/or materials
ave reen made available to Right to Read Schools but not to
thers. As reported by the District Superintendents/Assistant

APPLIED
MANAGEMENT

3 R ) SCHNCES
1 ~o l:“ ..




Superintendents for Instruction, the support and/or materials
that are most frequently made available to Right to Read
Schools but not to others are listed in Table 10.6.

E. State Levei Rating of Selecting Geographically Represent-
ative Districts

Ten percent (3) of the Chief State School Officers, State
Assistant Superintendents for Instruction and State Right to Read
Directors rated the objective ''to select geographically repre-
sentative districts' as one of the five most important in their
State. Thirty-five percent (11) of the Chief State School
Officers and 48 percent (15) of the State Assistant Superinten-
dents for Instruction and State Right to Read Directors rated
this objective as one of the five least important objectives.
While geographic location is rated as an important criterion for
distribution of services (and for selection of participating
districts), the National objective of selecting districts which
are geographically representative of the State population is
rated as one of the five least important objectives.

E, Measures of Effectiveness of Even Distribution of
Services

Table 1..7 shows the reasons, cited by the State Right to
Read Directors, why local districts have dropped out of par-
ticipation in Right to Read. Forty-eight percent (15) indicate
loss of local district Right to Read Directors as the prime
reason. Thirty-nine percent (12) indicate that none have drop-
ped out. Thus, lack of participation is usually related to the
status of the local district Director, rather thai %to the es-
tablished criteria for inclusion in Right to Read.

At the school level 88 percent (30) of the District Super-
intendents/Assistant ‘uperintendents for Instruction report
that no schools have been dropped from participation in the
Right to Read Program. Only four District Superintendents in-
dicate thev have dropped schools from pmrticipation in Right

125
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TABLE 10.6:
SCHOOLS IN THE DISTRICT

MOST FREQUENT TYPES OF SUPPORT AND/OR MATERIALS
PROVIDED TO RIGHT TO READ SCHOOLS BUT NOT TO OTHER

SUPPORT AND/OR MATERIALS FREQUENCY PERCENT
‘Supplementary reading materials 15 16
11 12

Workshops

Consultant services of Right to Read
Director

More money
Volunt=er tutors

Other

TABLE 10.7: REASONS CITED BY STATE RIGHT TO READ DIRECTORS FOR
DISTRTCTS DROPPING OUT OF PARTICIPATION IN RIGHT TO
READ
REASONS FREQUENCY PERCENT
None have dropped cut 12 39
Loss o local district Right to Read
Director 15 48
Failure to comply with terms of the
State/local district agreement 6 19
Desire of district to terminate
involvement 7 23
Part of planned rotation of local
districts through Right to Read
Program 2 6
Evidence of non-success of Program
in local district 3 15
2 s}
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The two areas in which services were primarily provided to
local districts by the State Right to Read Program were training
and technical assistance. Local district Right to Read Di-
rectors uniformly reported that their training was useful to
them in enabling them to assume the responsibilities of their
.position (see Chapter 1l). Therefore, it may be assumed that
services related to training were distributed on an even

basis to all local district Directors.,

Similarly, an assessment was made of the distribution of
technical assistance services by the States. The responses bv
the local Directors to the question "Has the technical assistance
vou have received from the State Right to Read Program been
sufficient?" were examined for disparity of opinion. Table 7.5
illustrates the differences in ratings across all local Di-

rectors in the 31 States.

In addition, these ratings were compared within States, so
that it could be determined if all local Directors within one
State rated the technical assistance they received as fully
sufficient, barely sufficient, or not at all sufficient for
their needs, or if the ratings across Directors within one
State differed considerably. If the ratings were similar with-
in the State, the conclusion was that all districts within the
State were receiving technical assistance at the same level of
needs fulfillment. If ratings were dissimilar, the conclusion
was that one district's needs were being fulfilled more than
another district's needs. This situation would comprise an
uneven distribution of technical assistance services. In 74
percent of the States, distribution was uneven based on this

operational definition.

G. Summary

The State Right to Read Program has not been distributed

evenly across districts in the State by any of the following

123
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e geographic representation;
e student population; and
e local district assessment of effectiveness of
equitable distribution of services.
The major criterion used to select local districts for
‘participation in Right to Read is willingness of the local
district to comply with the terms of the agreement/contract.

At the local district level, the majority of participating
districts mandate all schools within the district to participate
in the Right to Read Program. Lack of resources is the major
reason cited by the District Superintendents for not including
schools that have volunteered to participate in Right to Read.
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11

TRAINING

To what extent have the SEAs arranged for and assisted in

the training of reading teachers and LEA administrative

personnel? What are the indicators of success in such

training efforts?

The Rules and Regulations, subpart D - Right to Read Grants,
Federal Register, Vol. 40, No. 90 - Thursday, May 8, 1975 stip-
ulated the following be provided in the training of local dis-

trict Right to Read Directors:

"An exemplary training program for administrators responsi-
ble for reading programs in selected local educational
agencies within the State, including training in (a) the
teaching of basic reading skills, (b) organizational and
administration skills, (c) interpersonal relations skills
directed toward community involvement and the change pro-
lcess, (d) planning strategies, (e) the preparation of
,administrative support materials for reading programs,

.(f) tae development and carrying out of tutoring projects
:in reading and the preparation of tutors for such pro- - ‘
'jects, and (g) approaches to the provision of effective a
reading instruction for various target populations.” ;

Under the new rules for the Title VII - National Reading
improvement Act, Part B - State Reading Improvement Programs,
the agreement between the Commissioner and the State Agency:

"gets forth criteria for the selection or designation
and training of personnel (such as reading specialist
and administrators of reading programs) engaged in pro-
grams assisted under this part, including training for
private elementary school personnel, which shall in-
clude qualifications acceptable for such personnel.’

12%
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A State Level Description of Training Activities

Training, an essential component of the Right to Read Pro-
gram, varies considerably across the 31 States and program years
in terms of time requirement, content and the number of local
Right to Read Directors and other district personnel being

trained. These topics are discussed separately in this chapter.

1. Time Requirement

Until the end of fiscal year 1975 the National guideline for
training activities required 240 hours of training in the Di-
rectors' first program year. Subsequent to this time, the hourly
requirement was eliminated as a result of States' desire to
provide services to more districts without the hourly constraint.
There were no National guidelines for training in subsequent
years of the Directors' participation in the Right to Read Pro-

gram, but many States established their own hourly requirement.

Over forty-five percent (14) of the States provided 240
hours of training or more for local district Right to Read Di-
rectors in the Directors' first program year. Another 26 per-
cent (8) of the States provided between 120 and 240 hours 1in the
Directors' first program year. Thus, over 70 percent (22) of
the States provided at least 120 hours of Right to Read training
for local district Right to Read Directors in the first year
the Directors were participating in the program. See Table 11.1
for the frequency distribution of amount of time provided for

training across States in the first program year.

States in the second year of the program provided a median
of 120 hours of training for local district Right to Read Di-
rectors. A median of 80 hours of training was provided in the
third vear, and essentially there was no median number of hours
of training provided in the fourth year of the program. How-
ever, data collection occurred early in the fourth vear for many
States, and training activities were planned for later in that

program year.

'—_l
'—_l
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'TABLE 11.1:

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF AMOUNT OF TIME RE-
QUIRED BY STATES FOR TRAINING OF LOCAL DIS-
TRICT RIGHT TO READ DIRECTORS IN THEIR FIRST

PROGRAM YEAR

HOURS FREQUENCY | PERCENT
0 4 12.9
30 1 3.2
50 ! 3.2
80 1 3.2
100 2 6.5
120 2 6.5
180 2 6.5
200 2 6.5
2290 2 6.5
240 13 41.9
300 1 3.2
TOTAL 31 100.0

(Y
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Sixty-one percent (19) of the States required local dis-
trict Right to Read Directors to make up lost days of training.
As an outcome of district Directors' attendance in all training
sessions, Directors may receive up to nine semester, OT up to
12 quarter hours of university credit in many States.

2. Content of Training

The content of the training for local district Right to Read
Directors was, for the most part, consistent across States and
program years. Over half of the States placed a great deal of
emphasis on eight major areas in the Directors’ training in
each of the program years. Table 11.2 depicts the eight content
areas emphasized by at least half the States in the first three

program years.

3. Number of District Personnel Who Have Received Training

Providing training for local district Right to Read Direc-
tors is rated as one of the five most important objectives in
the State by 71 percent (22) of the State Right to Read Di-
rectors. The importance of this objective is corroborated
by the fact that there were 904 local district Right to Read
Directors trained in the first program year, 1,600 in the second
program year, 2,025 in the third program year, and 150 in the
fourth program year in the States. In addition, at least
Z,870 principals and 9,267 teachers have received State-pro-
vided Right to Read training. Table 11.35 depicts the number of
local Directors who have received training from tre State since

the inception cf Right to Read.

The median number of principals who have received State-
provided Right to Read training is 95. The median number of
hours of training provided to them is 23, with a range of
0 to 500 hours across States.
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TABLE 11.2: CONTENT AREAS OF RIGHT TO READ TRAINING THAT RECEIVED
A GREAT DEAL OF EMPHASIS BY A MAJORITY OF STATES

— FIRST PRO- | SECOND AND THIRD|’
CONTENT AREAS GRAM YEAR PROGRAM YEARS
Freq Pct Freq Pct
Curriculum development * * 16 52
Organization and administration 26 84 22 71
Community relations . 20 _65 19 61
Change agent strategics | 26 84 20 65
Interpersonal relatiom: 22 71 16 52
Evaluation of reading programs 19 61 21 68
Strategy planning 24 77 24 78
Diagnostic/prescriptive approach 20 65 19 61

% curriculum deveiopment was not emphasized by over half the States
during the first progzram year

TABLE 11.3: NUMBER OF 1LOCAL DISTRICT DIRECTORS TRAINED SINCE
IMPLEMENTA'I0; OF RIGHT TO READ

NUMBER OF DIKZCTORS NUMBER OF STATES PERCENT OF STATES
0 - 49 19 32
50 - 99 6 19
100 - 145 4 13
150 - 199 1 3
200 - 249 2 7
250 - 300 5 16
300+% * 3 10
Total 51 100

%% One State combined the number of Directors and the number of other
personnel trained. 1.8;1
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A median of 72 teachers received Right to Read training.
They received a median of 300 hours of training, with a range

of 0 to 603 across States.

B. Local District Level Perception of Training Activities

1. Time Requirement

The amount of training local district Right to Read Direc-
tors received in each program year is somewhat difficult to dis-
cern. Some district Directors received first year training,
while others received follow-up training in the same program
year. Nonetheless, in the 1972-73 program year, which was the
first program year for everyone being trained that year, five
percent (37) of the local district Right to Read Directors re-
port receiving between 200 and 280 hours of training. Six per-
cent (40) of the directors received between 0 and 200 hours of
training that year. See Table 11.4 for a frequency distribution
of the number of training hours local district Right to Read
Directors received during the 1972-73 program year.

Twenty percent of the local district Right to Read Directors
report receiving at least 120 hours of training during the
1973-74 program year. Table 11.5 displays the range of training
hours provided in 1973-74. Twenty-six percent of the local
Directors report receiving at least 120 hours of training in
1974-75. See Tables 11.6 and 11.7 for the 1974-75 and 1975-76

distributions of training hours received.

On the average, the local district Directors report re-
ceiving slightly fewer hours of training than the number re-

quired by the State for all four program years reported.

2. Content of Training

Over 40 percent of the local district Right to Read Di-
rectors report that the training they received from the State
in their first year in the program emphasized primarily curri-
culum rather than organizational development topics. There is

11.6
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T3 :
LB 1L O BT TR TR, ok Srsmaer R
HOURS
N FREQUENCY |- PERCENT
Less than 40 19 | 2.8
40-119 15 2.2
120-199 . .
200-239% 2 g.z
240-279 3 .
280 or more Qi Z.;
None 36 5.2
Ngt Local District Right to Read .
Director That Year 285 41.5
| __Jo ResSponse 285 41.5
__TOTAL 687 | 100.0

* - 1
Median hours reported by State Right to Read Director was 210

HOURS OF TRAINING PROVIDED TO [oCAL DISTRICT

TABLE 11.5:
RIGHT TO READ DIRECTORS IN 1973-1974
| HOURS FREQUENCY PERCENT
Less than 40 55 8.0
40-119 62 9.0
120-199* ‘ 28 4.1
200-239 13 2.6
240-279 - 66 9.6
280 Oor more 21 3.1
None 37 5.4
Not Local District Right to Read
DireCtor That Year 193 28-1
| No Response 207 30.1
| TOTAL 637 100.0

% 3z .
Median hours reported by State Right to Read Director
> ¢ o]
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TABLE 11.6: HOURS OF TRAINING PROVIDED TO LOCAL DISTRICT
RIGHT TO READ DIRECTORS IN 1974-1975

HOURS . FREQUENCY PERCENT
Less than 40 . 164 23.9
40-119%* 116 16.9
120-199 ’ 75 10.9
200-239 ' 29 4.2
240-279 , 55° 8.0
280 or more 22 3.2
None 34 4.9
Not Local District Right to Read

Director That Year ' 44 4
No Response ) 148 21.5
TOTAL 687 100.0

* Median hours reported by State Right to Read Director was 80.

TABLE 11.7: HOURS OF TRAINING PROVIDED TO LOCAL DISTRICT
RIGHT TO READ DIRECTORS IN 1975-1976

HOURS FREQUENCY PERCENT
Less than 10 . 252 36.7
10-119 10 5.8
120-199 * 5 0.7
200-239 2 0.3
240-279 _ 4 - 0.6
280 or more 0 0
None 83 12.1
yot Local District Right to Read 3

Director That Year 2.5
No Response 8 11.3
TOTAL 6387 100.0
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slight variance between the topics the local district Right to
Read Directors and State Right to Read Directors have identified
as having been emphasized a great deal during training. Table
11.8 displays the topics or content areas receiving a great deal
of empha51s in training according to the local district Right

to Read Directors. This table may be compared to Table 11.2.

The following topics were included in the initial training

provided to local Directors, but not with a great deal of

emphasis:
e« community relations;
e change agent strategies;
e interpersonal relations;
e preparation of administrative support materials

for reading programs; )

e development and carrying out tutoring projects in
reading; and

¢ dissemination techniques.
The content areas discussed above were provided in the local
Directors' second and third years of training as well, but with

less emphasis than in the first year.

Local district Right to Read Directors report that their
training was useful in enabling them to assume the responsibili-
ties of the position, and over 30 percent perceive the training
in the content areas which were emphasized a great deal to be

vervy useful.

5. Training Improvement

The major area for improvement of training activities,
according to the local district Right to Read Directors, was
not in the area of instructional mode of presentation or in-
structional content, but in the area of types of participants
in the training sessions. Local Directors generally desire

principals and teachers to be included in training sessions,

11.9
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TABLE 11.8: CONTENT AREAS EMPHASIZED IN TRAINING AS REPORTED
BY THE LOCAL DISTRICT RIGHT TO READ DIRECTORS

COMNTENT AREA FREQUENCY PERCENT
Curriculum development 294 43
Organization and Administration 411 60
Basic reading skills instruction 329 48
Evaluation of reading programs 325 47
Strategy planning 285 - 41
Diagnostic/prescriptive approach 292 43

TABLE 11.9: TRAINING IMPROVEMENTS DESIRED BY LOCAL DISTRICT
RIGHT TO READ DIRECTORS '

IMPROVEMENT FREQUENCY PERCENT
Shorter training 66 10
Longer training 52 8
More variety in presentation modes 12 16
Different type of presentation modes 60 9

Interaction between new Right to Read
Directors and those with some ex-

Derience 278 41
“lore interaction between participants 117 17
More interaction between participants

and instruciors : 71 10
Instructors need better mastery of

subject matter 58 8

More explicit statement of the
training objectives 179 26

More explicit statement of how the
training objectives relate to job

description 194 28
Principals should be included 384 49
Teachers should be included 253 37
No Improvement 84 12

)
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and they would like to have the opportunity to interact with
more experienced Directors in the training sessions. Table 11.9
shows the frequency distribution of the kinds of improvements
local Directors desire in training activities. As noted in

the table few local district Right to Read Directors were dis-

satisfied with the length of training provided to them. An

important outcome to consider in light of the differential be-
tween the hours of training they received and the National guide-
line is the fact they are essentially satisfied with the amount

and content cf the training they received.

C. National Right to Read Training

Though the State component of Right to Read is being
assessed, the Natioﬁal component in terms of the provision and
content of training must be examined in erder to determine the
existence or lack of a relationship between the training the
State Right to Read Directors received and the training they
provided to local district Right to Read Directors.

State Right to Read Directors were typically provided with
less than 40 hours of training across program years, although
some Directors received from 41 to 120 hours. The training they
received, for the most part, consisted of organization develop-
ment and administrative skills (e.g., change agent strategies
and strategy planning), which was considered useful. The curri-
culum and program development, evaluation, and related topics
in reading were addressed but they Were not major areas of
emphasis. What emphasis these topics did receive was perceived
as useful in enabling the State Right to Read Directors to
assume the responsibilities inherent in the position of State

Right to Read Director.
Summary
———————————

he content of the training provided to local district Right

o Read Directors foilows the guidelines set forth in the Right

11.11
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to Read Rules and Regulations. The hourly provision of training
is less than the National guideline that was in existence through
1975. However, local district Directors indicate that the amount
of training they received was adequate.
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NEEDS ASSESSMENT

To what extent have the SEAs developed a comprehensive
nlan of action which addresses needs assessment of pre-
school children, public and private school children,
adults, administration and organization development for
both LEAs and the SEA, teacher and administrator train-
ing institutions?

Under the Rules and Regulations, subpart D - Right to Read
Grants, Federal Register, Vol. 40, No. 90 - Thursday, May 8, 1975

the States must carry out:

"Statewide surveys and needs assessments to deter-
{mine the state of the art in reading and reading
{ instruction."

Also, activities governed under these Rules and Regulations must:

"(i) relate to the reading problems of both child-
ren and adults and (ii) address administrative,
' systemic problems, as well as learning problems at
. the classroom or individual learner level."

No specific stipulations for needs assessment e.list in the new
rules for the Title VII - National Reading Improvement Act,
Part B - State Reading Improvement Programs.

A Description of Needs Assessment Activities at the State
Level

Needs assessment activities related to the National ob-
jectives were rated by the State level personnel. Table 12.1
shows the number of State-level personnel who rate these activi-

ties among the five most important objectives for the success of
139
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TABLE 12.1: RATINGS OF NEEDS ASSESSMENT ACTIVITIES AMONG
THE FIVE MOST IMPORTANT OBJECTIVES FOR THE
SUCCESS OF THE RIGHT TO READ PROGRAM IN THE
STATE

i ]
ACTIVITY . _Csso* SASI SRTR
Freq Pct Freq Pct|{ Freq Pct

Assess the needs, resources and
direction of reading in the

State Agency in relation to the
Right to Read Program 3 10 11 35 5 16

Conduct a statewide assess-
ment of the state-of-the-art

of reading 3 10 9 29 10 32
Assist local educational

agencies in assessing needs

of pupils, teachers, and

institutions 12 39 16 52 12 39

* CSSO - Chief State School Officer
SASI - State Assistant Superintendent for Instruction

SRTR - State Right to Read Director
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the State Right to Read Program. In addition, 32 percent (10)
of the State Assistant Superintendents for Instruction ranked
assessing needs in the area of reading as being essential for
the success of the Right to Read Program in the State.

Ninety-three percent (29) of the States have conducted a
needs assessment since the State entered the Right to Read Pro-
gram. Sixty-eight percent (21) of the State needs assessments
were planned by the State Right to Read Staff and/or other State
Education Agency personnel. Seventy-one percent (22) of the
States assessed needs of student populations. Tables 12.2 and
12.35 illustrate the groups included in State needs assessments
and the additional sources used in establishing needs. The
median number of reading needs assessments conducted in States

in the past five years is one. .

Table 12.4 displays the uses of the needs assessment re-
sults. The most popular uses appear to be program development

or documentatinsn at the State level.

B. Local District Level Needs Assessment Activities

Seventy-one percent (22) of the State Right to Read Di-
rectors report providing technical assistance to local districts
in needs assessment. This can be corroborated by the fact that
only 14 percent (13} of the local district Right to Read Di-
rectors {on-site) report that no needs assessment has been
conducted as part of the district Right to Read Program. In
addition, 58 percent (91) of the principals received technical
assistance in needs assessment, and 41 percent (340) of the
teachers received same.

By comparison, 91 percent (383) of the District Superinten-
dents/Assistant Superintendents for Instruction report that a
district level needs assessment had been done in the area of
reading. Table 12.5 illustrates the populations assessed in
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TABLE 12.5: POPULATIONS INCLUDED IN DISTRICT LEVEL NEEDS
ASSESSMENT IN READING

POPULATION FREQUENCY PERCENT
Teachers 66 73
Principals 44 48
Institution 45 49
Students 77 85

TABLE 12.6: HOW RESULTS OF NEEDS ASSESSMENT WERE USED AT THE
DISTRICT LEVEL

USE OF NEEDS ASSESSMENT FREQUENCY PERCENT

Formulating the district Right to
Read plan 59 65

Influencing direction of the
district Right to Read Program 66 73

Disseminating program materials
and information 45 49

Providing documentation for support
of Right to Read at Board of
Education level 40 44

Providing documentation for support
of other district reading programs

at Board of Education level 40 44
Informing other departments in the
local district or other agencies 32 35
Requesting funds 37 11
Allocating funding priorities 410 44
Other 15 17
None of the above 1 1
A —— S ————— e
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these needs assessments. As in the case of the State needs
assessments, the major uses of the needs assessment at the dis-
trict level are program development and documentation (see
Table 12.6).

C. Subjective Ratings of Needs Assessment at State and Local
Levels R

State level ratings of needs assessment activities indicate
there is room for improvement in this area. Forty-five percent
(14) of the State Right to Read Directors, 48 percent (15) of
the State Assistant Superintendents for Instruction, 21 percent
(6) of the State Directors of Adult Basic Education, and 28 per-
cent (8) of the Chairpersons, Advisory Council indicate some
improvement needed in conducting needs assessments. In addition,
11 percent (3) of the State Directors of Adult Basic Education
indicate that nothing has been done in this area.

At the local district level, 40 percent (36) of the Right to
Read Directors and 42 percent (38) of the District Superinten-
dents/Assistant Superintendents for Instruction indicate some
improvement is needed by the State in conducting needs assess-
ments. Two percent (2) of the former group and nine percent (38)
of the latter indicate nothing has been done by the State in

needs assessment.

D. Summary

Although some improvement is needed in needs assessment
activities in reading, it is notable that needs assessments in
reading have been conducted in 93 percent (29) of the States and
91 percent (83) of the districts visited for data collection pur-
poses. The one critical area for improvement in State needs
assessment activities in reading is in the area of adult needs,
where only 19 percent (6) of the States have conducted any assess-
ment since the inception cf Right to Read in the State.

116

12.8
APPLIED

MANAGEMENT

SCIENCES




13

ACCREDITATION/CERTIFICATION

To what extent have accreditation/ceTtifjcation stan-

dards for reading teachers Changed since the adoption

of the SEA Right to Read Strategy?

Under the Rules and Regulations, subpart p - Right to Read
Grants, Federal Register, Vol. 40, No. 90 - Thursday, May 8, 1975
State;

e
nactivities conducted...must include an examination of
the appropriateness of requirements and opportunities
for preparation and certification of teachers, admin-
istrators, and other educational personnel in Telation-
ship to reading problems."

——
Moreover, under the new rules governing the Title VII -
Natiopal Reading Improvement Act, Part C - Other Reading Improve-
meént programs, ''Reading Teacher" and nReading Specialist! are
defined. While these definitions apply to Part C at this time,
they pay be applicable to Part B legislation ip the future, and

therefore are considered in this report.

— e
v"Reading teacher" means an individual with a Bachelor's
degree, who has successfully completed a pinimum of
twelve credit hours, or its equivalent, jip courses in
the teaching of reading,..., and has Successfully com-
pleted two years of teaching experience, which in-
cluded reading instruction.”

"Reading specialist' me4ns an individual yho has a
Master's degree, with a major or specialty in |
reading, ..., and has successfully completed three |
years of teaching experience, which included read- ‘

ing instruction.” ;
—— e et e
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In this chapter the changes or pending changes in teacher
certification requirements which have occurred as a result of
the States' involvement in the Right to Read Program are address-
ed. Specifically, the requirements for reading teacher, reading
specialist, and reading supervisor/director acrnss States will
be described as a backdrop to the discussion n the actual
changes and pending changes effected by Right to Read, and the
subjective rating by State Educational Agency administrators

of this change process.

In addition, the definitions of requirements fcr reading
teacher and reading specialist in the new Title VII legislation
are compared with credentials of current State and local dis-
trict Right to Read Directors.

A. Description of Certification Requirements

1. Reading Teacher (Teacher who is responsible for classroom
instruction in reading).

A bachelor of arts or science degree 1is typically required
for certification for reading teacher across all levels in the
States. Seventy-one percent (22) of the State Directors of
Teacher Certificatio: .= ~ated that an undergraduate degree
was the minimum requirement for certification for reading teacher
at the elementary school level. Sixty-five percent (20) of them
indicated a bachelor's degree is required at the junior high
level, while 68 percent (21) reported it 1is required at the

senior high school level.

A range of 0 to 30 semester credit hours in reading theory/
methodology are required for certification at all levels, with
a median of six hours required for the elementary reading teach-
er, three for the junior high, and zero to three for the senior

nigh school reading teacher.

’-—l
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2. Reading Specialist or Resource Person (Person responsible
for remedial reading instruction and similar activities),

A master of arts or science degree is required for certifi-
cation for reading teacher or resource person in over 40 percent
of the Right to Read States. Forty-five percent (14) of the
State Directors of Teacher Certification indicate that a grad-
ﬁate degree is the minimum requirement for certification for
this position at the elementary school level. Forty-eight per-
cent (15) of the Directors state a master's degree is required
for both the junior and senior high school levels.

A range of 0 to 48, with a median of 15 semester hours of
credit in reading theory/methodology ccurses is required for
certification for reading specialist or resource person at the
elementary level. A range of 0 to 39, with a median of 12 to 15
semester hours of credit is required for éertification at both

the junior and senior high school levels.

5. Reading Supervisor/Director

The minimum requirement for certification for reading
supervisor/director at any level is a master of arts or science
degree in a majority of the Right to Read States. Seventy-one
percent (22) of the State Directors of Teacher Certification
report certification as an elementary reading supervisor/
director requires an advanced degree. Sixty-eight percent (21)
of them report that a masters degree is a requirement for
certification for the position of junior or senior high school

rzading supervisor/director.

A range of 0 to 54 semester, or 0 to 60 quarter hours of credit
in reading theory/methodology courses is required for certifi-
cation for reading supervisor/director at any level. However, a
median of 12 semester hours of credit is necessary for certifi-
cation at the elementary school level, and ¢ hours for both the

junior and senior nigh lesvels.
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B. Changes in Teacher Certification Related to Right to Read

The most common changes which have occurred in teacher
certification in the past two years in over 30 percent of the

States are:

e the establishment of a certification for reading
specialist or resource person;

e the increase in requirements for reading teacher; and
e the increase in requirements for reading specialist
or resource person.
Table 13.1 displays the number of State Directors of Teacher
Certification indicating these changes in certification require-

ments in the past two years.

Other changes in teacher certification requirements in the
past two years have been the establishment of a certification
for reading supervisor/director, the elimination of the certifi-
cation of reading teacher, the adoption cf reading competency
guidelines for certification, and the increase in reading course
requirements for media librarians. Thirty-five percent (11)
of the Directors reported no changes in teacher certification
requirements in the past two Yyears.

Pending changes in teacher certification are summarized in
Table 13.2.

C. Changes or Proposed Changes Effected by Right to Read

One yardstick by which to measure the impact of Right to
Read in the State, is to assess the extent to which it has
served as a catalyst in bringing about reform in teacher certifi-
cation requirements. Table 13.3 displays the changes or pro-
posed changes in teacher certification occurring in the Right
to Read States and the extent to which they can be attributed
to Right to Read according to the State Directors for Teacher

Certification.
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TABLE 13.1: CHANGES IN TEACHER CERTIFICATION OCCURRING IN THE
PAST TWO YEARS

CHANGES FREQUENCY PERCENT

Establishment of a certificition 10 352
_for reading specialist or re-
source person

Increase in requirements for 10 32
reading teacher

Increase in requirements for 12 35
reading specialist or resource

person

TABLE 13.2: PENDING CHANGES IN TEACHER CERTIIICATION ACCORDING
TO STATE DiRECTORS OF TEACHER CERTIFICATION

PENDING CHANGES FREQUENCY PERCENT

Increase in requirements 4 13
for reading teacher

Increase in requirements 4 13
for reading specialist or
resource person

Establishment of a certification 3 10
for reading specialist or re-

source person

Establishment of a certification 2 7
for reading supervisor/director

Miscellaneous changes#* 15 48
No changes contempliated 10 32

*Simplification of the structure of requirements, evaluation of
existing requirements, the establishment of reading competency
teaching requirement, and the development of a reading special-

ization program.

—
ot
(93}

APPLHD)
MANAGEMENT

' SCOIENCES

Y
(W]




9¢ 8 61 9 91 S 01 ¢ 1012011p/aosTAaradns
duipeaxr 103 adsustaad
-X0 dquiydedl jo sareo}
6¢ 6 91 S 61 9 I | P 1stteinods
dutpesr 1oy aduotaad
-X0 duIyderal jo sano)
61 0 1 17 ¢ 0T €1 v 2ordoarp/aostagadns
furpeal 103 sosanoon
. Fuiprax ul sanoy 31pou)
61 J 01 ¢ Z¢ 01| €2 L Istrreioads
Juiprax 1oy sosanon
durproa utr sanoy 3ipaa)
34 L 91 S 61 9 4 L 1ayora
durpeor 1oy soasanod
qUIprox Ut sanoy 11poa)
62 6 ¢l 1% 62 6 0T ¢ 10312a31p
/lostnaradns fuiproa
103 sjuswalrnhdox aoafoq
62 6 c1 7 97 8 91 g astieroads Juiproa
103 sjudwdarnboa 00180
6€ Al eT v T I b Tayoray Jut
-pral 10j sjudmoainbox 90a89

19 bouay 19 box;1 |1904 houay [10d bo.y
I:1S0d0Ud LNHLXA LNHLLX LNGLLXC SHINVID

O HAVH ON MO HINOS LVIHID
SHONVHD ON TTLLTT V Ol

ol

HAHOVILL NT HONVID (BLIOLEE SVIE aviRt OL LHORA HDITHM O LNILLXG

NOLLVO A LLYID

R i AN

0

tn

-
)MH
=
=57
eV
223
Z%
b3

A

k)

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.



Right to Read has effected change in certification require-
ments to some extent or to a great extent in at least 55 percent
{(17) of the States as illustrated in the table.

D. State Subjective Ratings Linked to Changes or Proposed
Changes in Teacher Certification

The review, evaluation, and reformation of teacher certifi-
cation requirements with respect to reading is one of the
National Right to Read objectives. However, it is an objective
which is generally regarded as being one of the five least
important objectives by Chief State School Officers, State
Assistant Superintendents for Instruction and State Right to
Read Directors. Table 13.4 illustrates the frequency of rating
this objective as one of the five least important by these
State Department of Education officials..

This objective was rated as one of the five most important

ones in the State by only 16 percent (5) of the Chief State
School Officers, three percent (1) of the State Assistant Super-

intendents for Instruction, and 16 percent (5) of the State
Right to Read Directors. Teacher certification modification is

an item of less priority to State-level personnel than other

objectives illustrated in this report.

E. Statistics Describing Credentials of Local District Right
to Read Directors

The following facts describe the number of credit hours
in reading possessed by local district Right to Read Directors:
e Seventy-six percent of the Directors with a B.A. or B.S.

have less than twelve credit hours in reading. Nine
percent have more than 24 credit hours in reading;

e Sixty percent of the Directors with a M.A. or M.S. have
less than twelve credit hours in reading. Seventeen
percent have more than 24 credit hours in reading;

e Sixty-four percent of the Directors with an Educational

[
(92}
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TABLE 13.4: FREQUENCY OF RATING OF TEACHER CERTIFICATION
ACTIVITIES AS ONE OF THE FIVE LEAST IMPORTANT

IN THE STATE

EDUCATION OFFICIAL FREQUENCY PERCENT
CSSO* 15 48
SASI 19 61
SRTR 14 45

*CSSO - Chief State School Officer
SASI - State Assistant Superintendent for Instruction
SRTR - State Right to Read Director
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Specialist degree i1ave less than 12 credit hours in
reading. Twenty-one percent have more than 24 credit
hours in reading;

e Forty-one percent of the Directors with advanced certifi-
cates have less than 12 credit hours in reading.
Twenty-seven percent have more than 24 credit hours in

reading; and

e In five out of 31 States more than 50 percent of the
Directors have more than 12 credit hours in reading. In
three more of the States 50 percent of the Directors
have more than six credit hours in reading.

F. Statistics Describing Credentials of State Right to Read
Directors

At the State level, the qualifications of the State Right
to Read Director are different from the local district Director.
On the whole, the State Director is more. qualified in reading

than is *he local Director:
e all State Directors have been teachers;

e thirtyv-nine percent of the State Directors have less
than six credit hours in reading;

e three percent of the State Directors have between six
and 1I credit hours in reading;

e twenty-six percent of the State Directors have tet.een
12 and 24 credit hours in reading;

e thirty-two percent of the State Directors have more than
24 credit hours in reading; and

e thirtyv-six percent of the State Directors have 12
or more credit hours in administration.

G. Summarv

The most common changes which have occurred in teacher
certification in the past two years are the establishment of
certification for reading specialist or resource person,
increase in requirements for recading teacher, and increase in

1

Ut
&

APPLIED
MANAGEMENT
SCIENCES




requirements for reading specialist or resource P€rson. In at
least 55 percent of the States, there have been changes in certi-

fication requirements.

In terms of the new Title VII definitions of reading teach-
er and reading specialist, one third of the local district
"Right to Read Directors have the qualifications for reading
teacher, and almost 60 percent of the State Directors have the
qualifications for reading teacher and reading specialist.
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EVALUATION

To what extent have the SEAs developed a comprehensive plan
of action which addresses the provision for modifying the
SEA program based on evaluative evidence? To what extent
have the SEAs designed and implemented an evaluation of pro-
gram effectiveness? What is the evidence of effectiveness
derived from any completed SEA evaluations?

Under the Rules and Regulations, Subpart D - Right to Read
Grant, Federal Register, Vol. 40, No. 90 - Thursday, May 8,
1975, there is provision for:

"an evaluation component providing for the collecti:n,
verification, and analysis of data to measure the
extent to which such objectives are accomplished by
the project." :

The new tu' .5 for the Title VII-National Reading Improvement

Program, Part B - State Reading Improvement Programs stipulate,

"Provision is made for high quality evaluation of the
effectiveness of the project and for determining the
extent to which the objectives are accomplished.”

A. State Priority Placed on Evaluation

While in two-thirds (21) of the States, as indicated by
the State Right to Read Directors, an evaluation has been

157
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conducted to determine how well the State Right to Read
objectives are being met, most of the evidence indicates that
this is an area of lesseripriority. According to the data from
the State Assistant Superintendents for Instruction, the local
district Right to Read Directors, and the District Superin-
tendents/Assistant Superintendents for Instruction, the evalu-
ation component 1is one of the activities considered least
essential to the Right to Read Program in the State or dis-
trict for the success of the program. As can be seen from
Table 14.1, the majority of respondents rank evaluation 6,

or 8, with 8 being the least essential activity.

B. Description of State Evaluation Activities

Sixty-eight percent (21) of the State Right to Read
Directors and State Assistant Superintendents for Instruction
indicate that a formal evaluation has been conducted to deter-
mine how well their State Right to Read objectives are being
met. As indicated in Table 14.2, 23 percent (7) of the State
Right to Read evaluations were conducted by the Right to Read
Office and 32 percent (10) were conducted by external evaluation

consultants.

In addition to conducting evaluations of State Right to Read
objectives, nine percent (62) of the local district Right to
Read Directors indicate that the State Right to Read Program
provided an evaluation of the district to determine how well
their district Right to Read cbjectives were being met.

C. Description of District Level Evaluation Activities

Thirty-six percent (33) of the district Right to Read
Directors visited indicate that their district Right to Read
Programs have been evaluated, while 57 percent (52) of the
Listrict Superintendents/Assistant Superintendents indicate

feir districts have been evaluated. Additionally, 17 percent
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TABLE 14.2: PERSONNEL CONDUCTING FORMAL EVALUATION OF THE
RIGHT TO READ PROGRAM AT THE STATE LEVEL

PERSONNEL FREQUENCY PERCENT
State Right to Read 7 23
National Right to Read r 2

State Educational Agency evaluation

personnel 5 16
External evaluation consultants 10 52
Other State Educational Agency

office 2 7
Other ) 2 7

TABLE 14.3: TYPES OF TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE IN EVALUATION PROVIDED
TO SCHOOL DISTRICTS REQUIRED TO CONDUCT THEIR OWN

EVALUATION
TYPE OF TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FREQUENCY 1 PERCENT
Planning the evaluation strategy } 14 5
Conducting the evaluation process 11 36
Analyzing the data 11 36
Interpreting data results 15 12
None
169
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(118) of the local district Right to Read Directors in the mail
sample indicate that a formal evaluation has been conducted in

their districts.

Forty-eight percent (15) of the State Right to Read
Directors indicate that local school districts are required to
‘conduct their own evaluation, but nine percent (62) of the local
Right to Read Directors in the mail sample report that they
have conducted their own evaluation.

The data show another discrepancy between what the State
Right to Read Directors report and what the local Right to Read
Directors indiéate has occurred. Five percent (37) of the
local district Right to Read Directors indicate they were
assisted in conducting their own evaluations by the State Right
to Read staff. But, thirty-six percent (11) of the State
Directors report that the districts were provided with technical
assistance in conducting the evaluation process, and 45 percent
(14) indicate that the districts were provided technical
assistance in planning the evaluation strategy (see Table 14.3).

Even though five percent (34) of the local district Right
to Read Directors indicate they received technical assistance
trom the State for evaluation purposes, 53 percent (362) of the
local Directors indicated that the technical assistance they
have received from the State Right to Read Program in the area
of evaluation has been fully sufficient for district needs.

This fact lends support to the other indications that evaluation
is an area of lesser priority.

Nineteen percent (132) of the local district Right to Read
Directors indicate they had no participation in revising or
modifying the Right to Read Program based on evaluation or other
data. Along the same line, when ranking the amount of time they
spend on various activities, over half of the local district
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Right to Read Directors report they spend "some time" as
opposed to "a great deal of time" on evaluating the Right to
Read Program. A quarter of the Directors indicate they spend
""little or no time" on evaluation. However, 33 percent (229)
of the local Directors report they had a great deal of par-
ticipation in revising or modifying the Right to Read Pro-
gram based on evaluation or other data.

Eighty-nine percent (609) of the local distfict Right to
Read Directors indicate that baseline data were collected on
students prior to the beginning of Right to Read (see Table
14.4). Eleven per-ent (79) of the Directors state that formal
testing was used as part of the evaluation process. This
figure indicates that two-thirds of those districts that have
had a formal evaluation used formal testing as part of the
evaluation.

D. School Level Evaluation Activities

At the school level, 45 percent (71) of the principals
indicate that an evaluation has been conducted in their school
to determine how well the Right to Read objectives are being
met. Table 14.5 indicates that 17 percent (27) of the
evaluations conducted in the schools were conducted by the

principal.

E. Objective Measures of Effect

Revisions or modifications made to the Right to Read
Program are a major indication of the effect of evaluation
activities. At the State level, emphasis is placed on evalua-
tion of local Right to Read Directors' training. The most
common modification made to the Right to Read program on the
basis of evaluation data as indicated by the State Right to Read
Directors has been the revision of the local district Right
to Read Directors' training program. The majority of these
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TABLE 14.4: BASELINE DATA COLLECTED ON STUDENTS PRIOR TO THE
BEGINNING OF RIGHT TO READ

BASELINE DATA FREQUENCY PERCENT
Reading level on achievement or

diagnostic test 568 85
Other test results 199 29
Attitude measures 166 24
Behavior measures 64 9
None ' 78 11
-Other ) 37 S

TABLE 14.5: PERSONNEL CONDUCTING RIGHT TO READ EVALUATION
AT THE SCHOOL LEVEL

PERSONNEL FREQUENCY PERCENT

State Right to Read personnel 21 13

District personnel R 29

National Right to Read personnel U 0

Yourself (Principal) 27 17

Other 12 8
163
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revisions have been minor requiring only slight revisions of the
program. Another indication of the emphasis placed on evalu-
ation of local Right to Read Directors' training is the fact
that 81 percent (27) of the State Directors require the local
district Right to Read Directors to submit an evaluation of

- their training.

According to the data from the local district Superintend-
ents. the local district Right to Read Directors and the State
and local Adult Basic Education Directors, the most frequent
modification made to the district's Right to Read Program as
a result of evaluation data was a change in method of reading

instruction (see Table 14.6).

Sixty-one percent (19) of the State Right to Read Directors
indicate that a great deal of emphasis was placed on evaluation
of reading programs in the initial training of local district
Right to Read Directors. Forty-seven percent (325) of the local
Right to Read Directors indicate that a great deal of emphasis
was placed on evaluation in their initial training.

Sixty-eight percent (21) of the State Right to Read Direc-
tors feel evaluation was greatly emphasized in the second and
third year of training while 27 percent (183) of the local Di-
rectors feel evaluation was greatly emphasized. Almost all of
the local Right to Read Directors feel the material on evalua-
tion of reading programs in their training was useful in enab-
ling them to assume their responsibilities as local district

Right to Read Director.

Another objective measure of the effect of evaluation is
the fact that 58 percent (18) of the States used the criteria
of excellence in their evaluation. This figure amounts to 85
percent or the total number of State Right to Read Directors who
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indicate that an evaluation was conducted.

Budget allocations for evaluation for the next year is
another important area to consider when studving obijective
measures of the effect of evaluation activities. Fifty-five
percent (17) of the State Right to Read Directors indicate that
a budget allocation has been made for a formal evaluation of
the Right to Read Program in the next year. Four percent (30)
of the local district Right to Read Directors indicate that a
budget allocation has been made for a formal evaluation of the
district's Right to Read Program in the next year.

F. Subiective Measures of Effect

Six classes of respondents rated the evaluation aspect of
the Right to Read Program. Table 14.7 displays the resu..s from
rsspondents who rated evaluation as excellent. When compared to
subjective assessments presented in other chapters of this re-
sorst, it appears that respondents rate evaluation as an area 1in
which the Right to Read rrogram has not been very effective.

In another subjective measure of the effect of evaluation
activities, the State Right to Read Director, the local dis:rict
Right to Read Director and the District Sunerintendent were
asked how the Right to Read Program could be improved at the
district level. Table 14.8 gives their responses to the item
"a better evaluation and feedback process is needed.' The data
indicate a greater awareness on the part of the State Right to
Rea. Director of the need for a better evaluation process than
t.a. of the local level personnel. Although the majority of
resprndents did not rate evaluatior as excellent, neither did
the majority of respondents state that a be ~r evaluaticn and
‘eedbackx process is nceded. This indicate: at evaluation 1is
not considered a high priority activity for the success of the

Right to Read Program.
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TABLE 14.7: RATING OF EVALUATION COMPONENT OF STATE RIGHT TO
READ PROGRAM AS "EXCELLENT"

RESPONDENT FREQUENCY PERCENT
State Right to Read Director 11 35
State Assistant Superintendent for
Instruction 5 16
State Advisory Council Chairperson 10 35
State Adult Basic Education Director 2 7
District Right to Read Director 25 27
District Right to Read Director
{mail) 156 23
District Superintendent/Assistant

7 8

Superintendent for Instruction

RATINGS OF EVALUATION ACTIVITIES AT THE STATE

TABLE 14.8:
LEVEL
LRTR LRTR
*
SRTR (On site) {(Mail out) | DSASI

RESPONSE Freq Pct | Freq Pct | Freq Pct | Freq Pct
A better evalua-

tion and feed-

back process is

needed 16 52 24 26 141 21 25 27

*SRTR - State Right to Read Director

LRTR - District Right to Read Director

DSASI- Districtc Superintendent/Assistant Superintendent

for Instruction
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Summary

Evaluation activities are ranked low at the State or local
district level as being essential for the success of the Right to
Read Program in the State and, at the State level, the feeling 1is
that improvements are needed. Yet, over two thirds of the States
and over half the districts visited indicate that evaluation of

the Right to Read Program has taken place.

A third of the State Directers report assisting local direc-
tors in the evaluation process, and over half of the local dis-
trict Directors report that the assistance received in evaluation
has been sufficient for their reeds. In nearly half of the
schools visited, evaluations have been conducted. The results of
evaluations have been used tc modify training programs and methods

of reading instruction.
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ADULT LITERACY

To what extent have State Right to Read Directors
addr-zsed the problem of adult literacy? If so, in
what way? Is there any coordination with the Adult
Basic Education Program in the States?

A. Extent of Involvement of Adult Basic Education with
Right to Read at the Stat~ Level

Adult literacy is an important area to be addressed by the
Right to Read Program if moving toward the elimination of
illiteracy is to oe fulfilled. State Right to Read Directors
have addressed the problems of adult literacy. Adult literacy
1s the one area most often cited as being coordinated with the
Right to Read effort, by both the State Right to Read Directors,
90 percent (28), and the State Assistant Superintendents for
Instruction, 74 percent (23). Further, 89 percent (25) of the
Directors of State Adult Basic L[ducation Programs feel the Right
to Read Program has addressed adults' reading needs.

Table 15.1 reveals the amount of time the Director of State
Adult Basic Education spends consulting with the State Right
to Read Director. Two-thirds of the State Adult Fiasic Education
Directors meet at least monthly with the State Right to Read
Director.

Additionally, the median amount of time the State Adult
Basic Education Director spends on activities related to the
State Right to Read Program is 3.5 hours per month.

APPLIED

v‘ ~
ty & MANAGEMENT
1 J J ' : SAEMCES



" ABLE 15.1: AMOUNT OF TIME SPENT BY DIRECTOR OF STATE
~DULT BASIC EDUCATION CONSULTING WITH STATE RIGHT TG

READ DIRECTOR

AMOUNT OF TIME FREQUENCY PERCENT
At least weekly 5 18
Two or three times a month 8 29
Monthly 3 11
Infrequently 10 36
Never 2 8
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When the State Adult Basic Education Directors were asked
if they felt they understood the goals and objectives of the
State Right to Read Program, 89 percent (24) of them indicated
they did and 11 percent (3) felt they did not. Further, when
asked if the State Right to Read goals and objectives were
congruent with the goals and obiectives of the Adult Basic
Education Program, 61 percent (17) stated that almost all of them
were, 25 percent (7) stated that some were, some were not and 17
percent (2) felt they were not congruent. The major reason
given for the incongriuence was that the Right to Read Program was

directed toward elementary and secondary schools.in their States.

Another area in which the State Adult Basic Education
Program is involved with the Right to Read Program is in attend-
ance at Right to Read conferences and workshops. Seventy-nine
percent (22) of the State Adult Basic Education Directors report
that they have attended workshops or conferences sponsored by
Right to Read, one being the median number and 0 to 5 being the
range. Of these, 57 percent (16) indicated that adult literacy

was covered as a separate topic in these meetings.

Another activity which indicates the level of coordination
between Adult Basic Education and Right to Read 1is the
representation of Adult Basic Education on the Right to Read
Task Force and Advisory Council. Although 68 percent (21)
of the State Right to Read Directors indicate adult basic educa-
tion personnel are represented on the Task Force, only 32 percent
(9) of the State Adult Basic Fducation Directors indicate member-
ship on the Task Force. Thirty-six percent of the Adult Basic
Education Directors indicate that they have a representation oa
the Right to Read Advisory Council. Nearly half (46 percent (13))
stated they do not have a representative on either the Task

Force or the Advisory Council.
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B. Extent of Needs Assessment and Technical Assistance Provided
to Adult Basic Education

In the area of needs assessment, 61 percent (17) of the State
Adult Basic Education Program Directors indicate a State reading
needs assessment of the adult population has been done. Sixty-
five percent (l1) of them were planned by the State Adult
Basic Education personnel and 12 percent (2) were planned by the
State Right to Read personnel. Of those State Right to Read
Directors that report a statewide reading needs assessment has
been conducted in their State, 16 percent (5) indicate that
since 1371, but prior to Right to Read, the adult population was
included in the needs assessment; and since the State entered
the Right to Read Program 19 percent (6) indicate the adult

population was included in the needs assessment.

Technical assistance to Adult Basic Education teachers has
not been a high priority ita=m in the Right to Read Program.
The median number of Adult Basic Education teachers that have
received technical assistance from State Right to Read programs
is 0, indicating that in at least half the States, no Adult Basic

Education teachers received technical assistance.

Table 13.2 presents the data concerning needs assessment of
the adult population at the district level. The majority of
needs assessments were performed by either the State or district
Adult Basic Education staff. The three most frequent uses for
the needs assessment of the adult population were development

of the district's Adult Basic Education Programs, (50 percent
(14)), development of the district's Right to Read Program

(18 percent (5)), and developing funding allocation priorities
(29 percent (8)). At the district level as at the State level
the median number of Adult Basic Education teachers that have
received any technical assistance from the State or local

district Right to Read Program is 0.
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TABLE 15.2: PERSONNEL WHO PLANNED DISTRICT NEEDS ASSESSMENTS
OF ADULT POPULATION

GROUP THAT PLANNED ..cEDS ASSESSMENT FREQUENCY PERCENT

No needs assessment has been done ’ 6 21
State Right to Read staff ] 1 4
District Right to Read staff 2 7
District Adult Basic Education staff 9 32
State Adult Basic Education staff 7 25

[ g
~

Uzher State agencies

Other 8 29

Don't know 1 4
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C. Extent of Involvement of Adult Basic Education at the
District Level

At the district level, coordination of Right to Read with
adult education is nct as prevelant as at the State level.

- Twenty-eight percent (194) of the local district Right to Read

Directors report they are not working with adult literacy and
another 31 percent (211) report they do not have this area in
their districts. Thirty percent (207) indicate they are working
with adult literacy.

Another indication that involvement of Right to Read with
adult literacy at the district level is not as prevelant as at
the State level is the fact that 29 percent (8) of the local
district Adult Zasic Education Directors reveal they do not
understand the goals and objectives of the local districts'

Right to Read Program.

The majority of local district Adult Basic Education
Directors indicate that they meet infrequently with the local
district Right to Read Director on matters Tegarding the
administration of adult reading programs. However, the median
number of hours the local district Adult Basic Education
Directors report they spend on Right to Read activities is
5.5 hours per month. Forty-six percent (13) of the local
district Adult Basic Education Directors indicate they have
attended workshops or conferences sponsored by Right to
Read. Of those that have attended, 32 percent (9) indicate that
adu.t literacy was covered as a separate topic in those meetings.

Twenty-nine percent (8) of the local district Adult Basic
Education Directors feel their programs have benefited from
being a part of the Right to Read Program because it has gener-
ated more enthusiasm for reading on the part of students and

teachers.
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D. Summary

Eighty-nine percent (25) of the Directors of State Adult
Basic Education report that the Right to Read Program has
addressed adults' reading needs. Eighty-six percent of the
Adult Directors indicated that they understood the goals and
-objectives of the State Right to Read Program. And, 79 percent
(22) of the State Adult Basic Education Directors have attended
workshops or conferences sponsored by Right to Read. Thus, the
Right to Read Program has shown indications of having addressed
the needs of adults.
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EFFECTIVE SYSTEM OF COMMUNICATION

To what extent have the State's Right to Read Programs
developed an effective system of commumnication with local
educational agencies and other educational resources in
the States?

AL State Emphasis on Developing an Effective Communication

System
The State Right to Read Director spends a median of 1.5

hours per week maintaining a communication link with other State
reading programs, and a median of 3 hours per week maintaining

a communication link with educational agencies and resources in
the State (see Tables 16.1 and 16.2). Since this amounts to 12
percent of the time the Director spends on all Right to Read
activities, maintaining an effective system of communication is a
high priority objective at the State level in the Right to Read

Program.

Additionally, 39 percent (12) of the Chief State School
Officers, 35 percent (11) of the State Right to Read Directors,
and 235 percent (7) of the State Assistant Superintendents for
Instruction rate ''develop multiplier effects in Right to Read by
encouraging cooperation across agencies at the State and local
levels" as one of the five most important objectives in the
State. The extent of coordination activities among various
State agencies and programs also indicates the importance placed
on this objective (see Chapter 4).

In spite of the emphasis placed on communication, actual
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TABLE 16.1: HNURS PER WEEK RIGHT TO READ DIRECTOR SPENDS
MAINTAINING A COMMUNICATION LINK WITH OTHER
STATE READING PROGRAMS

HOURS FREQUENCY ggggggwﬁ
0 4 12.9
1 10 45.2
2 3 54.8
3 2 61.3
4 1 64.5
5 6 83.9
8 ' 2 90.53
10 1 93.5
Unspecified 2 100.0
TOTAL 31 100.0
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TABLE 16.2: HOURS PER WEEK RIGHT TO READ DIRECTOR SPENDS
MAINTAINING A COMMUNICATION LINK WITH OTHER
EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES AND RESOURCES IN THE STATE

HOURS FREQUENCY | jUMULETIVE
0 3 9.7
1 3 19.4
2 5 35.5
5 5 51.6
4 4 64.5
5 4 77.4
6 1 80.6
8 1 83.9
10 3 93.5
20 1 96.8
Unspc. ad 1 100.0
TOTAL 31 100.0
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paftiCipat*o of State personnel in Right o Read aceivities is
bar4ed' Fortv—rlxe percent (14) of the Styte ASSistant Super-
1;teMd€M%S £or Instructicn have partiCiPated tO @ great extent in
Qoordliltlng existing reading funds with Rjght tO Read funds, and
12 peTCeRT (13) of them have participated to a gT€at extent in
N Tdinating reading curriculum, Forty-foyr percent (18) of the
S¢ate Dlrecto s of Adult Bisic Education ape me2mbers of eitner
the Aaxlsorv Council or Task Force or both and 57 percent (19)
N psult Wiey the State Right to Read D1re¢tor at least monthly.
By 'tv"do Percent (lo) of the State Directors of Teacher
Caf'l~’ca‘10n have been asked to provide ipformation on teacher
xartlflcatlon in the development of State Right tO Read propcsals
oy cOMPT nenslve plans., However, the Chalrper,ons of the State
Right o “e&d Advisory Councils report a median Of 0 members on
the Advisory council from State FEgucationa] Agency personnel
orpeT T1AN ng Right to Read staff.

Q Focus - . .
8, ZZ==2 oy state Ccmmunication Svstems

A M2Jor jrea of communication at the state leve] concerns
Negd5 3°%€Sspment data, Sixty-five percent (20) of the State
Directors Teport that needs assessment daty were used to Supply

inzormation & o other agencies or depaTtmepts in the State. Commu-
N:_atiON Dety.on agencies exists zs well iy the 2723 of te:hnical
U5515%80C€. givty-eignt percent (21) 0f the State Directors

Peport thaz technical assistance was provided to loca] school
iystTICTS by srate administrative personne]l other thap the Right

ty Rread Stafe  Fifty-two percent [(16) Of the State pjrectors
Tegor?t sendlng results of the State evaluatjon to the Chief State
SQhooi.Officer’ and 32 percent 710) send it to the Stuyte Board of
BaycatiOon- ng other communication conce€rnjng evaluation was

e d s . . .
Spo* te ® take place within State agencieg.

The QN R . . L. .
: ~ent tO which organi-ational and administrgtive

S~ L ’7:"-95 . <. . .

Sypatfs Are delivered to the lpocal districts indicgtes not onlw

16,4
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ancther area of comnunication, but the importance placed upon
insuring effective communication svstems at the local level.
Eighty-four percent (26) of the 3tate Right %o Resad Directors
report that organization and administration was an area of great
emphasis in the first year of training provided to lccal district
Right to Read Directors, and 71 nercent (22) of them indicate
the same for years two and three. Eighty-four p=rcent (26) of
the State Directors provided a great deal of training in change
agent strategies the first year, and 65 percent {20) of them
provided a great deal in years two and three. Ir adq” 1, 94
sercent (29) of the State Directcrs state that they ~ zntly
provided technical assistance to local szhool districts in.

program planning and management.

while the local district Directors perceive less emphasis
placed on organization and administratien in their training, only
four percent (29) of the local Directcrs found the training in
managerial skills not usefui, and sevei pzrcent (38) of them
Tound the training in change agent strategies not useful. Sixty
percent (411} of the loczl district Diractors received a great
deal of training in organization and administration in their
first year of training, znd 17 percent (119) ol them received a
great deal of training in managerial sxills in the second and
third vears. Only 33 percent {(160) of the lLocal district
Directors repo-t receiving a great deal of c¢raining in change
agent strategies the first vear, and 11 percent (75) of them
report receiving a great deal in the second and third vears.

C. Focus of Locnl District Communication Svstems

At the local district level, the Riglhit to Read Director
cocmnunicates with other district personnel primarily in the area
ow achlicvers. Sixtyv-six percent (436) of the local district

h

1

Direct.rs «mail-ou*) work with thilis area to a great extent. The
aext largest arez of involvemunt is learning disabilities,
TOors wOrx to a g¢redt extent.
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Other frequently cited arzss of communication at tne local
district level are providing independent assessments of programs,
and modifying school objectives (see Table 16.3).

Also, 55 percent (39) of the District Superintendents/
Assistant Superintendents for Instruction state that the Right to
Read Director meets weekly with teachers or staff involved with
other Federally rfunded instructional programs. And 42 percent
{341) teachers have been asked to provide information to either
their principal or the district Right to Read Director as to
now the Right to Read Program could be improved.

D. Non-Public Schools

Table 1¢.4 illustrates the means by which non-public schools
may communicate with the Right to Read Program. According to
the State Right to Read Director, in almost 30 percent (9) of
the States, non-publi = schools have their own Right to Read
Programs. Ninety percent (28) of the Directors also indicate
that non-public school personnel attend State Ri~ht to Read

in-serv ce training sessions.

E. Subjective Ratings of Effectiveness of Communication

Forty-two percent (13) of the State Right to Read Directors
indicate that more involvement in and suppcrt ¢f Right to Read
are needed Irom the State Educational Agency Admiw:. . tration, 29
percent (9) indicate the same with respect to the tLcate Board
f Eduation, and 19 percent (6) for the Chief State School
fficer. In addition, 35 percent (11) of these Directors state
hat they need a stronger role in the State Educational Agency
dministration. This is an indication that communication is

Cxing at the State level.

[
{3

Nevertheless, only eight percent (7) of the District
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Superintendents/Assistant Superintendents for Instruction, 16

percent (25) of the princip-?s and 29 percent (167) oxf the

teachevs feel that the Right *2ad Program could b2 made more
relevant to their needs as - ectively, administrator,
principal, and teacher. ¢ these facts, the communication

from the State or local proy:am personnel has been such that the
majority of local district personnel find the Right to Read
Prcgram relevant to their needs, cr that National Right to Read
has effectively organized the program so it is relevant to all
these personnel. 1In either case it is a measure of effective

communication.

At the local level, Right to Ruad Directors, District Super-
intendents/Assistant Superintendents for Instruction, and
principals report that more inv~lvement -in and support of the
Right to Read Program are needed from various personnel (see
Table 16.5). Uniformly, the area from which the most support
and involvement is needed is the teachers, indicating the need
for effective systems of communication at *he local level as
well as at the State level.

In addition, Table 16.6 illustrates some of the other
problems related to providing an effective communication link
betwoen the Right to Read Program and teachers implementing the

program.

F. Analwvsis of Non-Completed Mail-QOut Questicnnaires

An analy:is was made of the mail-out local uistrict Right
to Read Director guestionraires that were returned unanswered.
In 52 percent (17) of the questiconnaires that were returned,
the reason givan was that there was n¢ district Right to Read
Director and/or simiiar official with enough famiiiarity wita
the district's program to complete the forms. Approximately
seven percent (2) of the questionnaires were returned 7rom
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districts which had withdrawn from participation in the Right to
Read Program because it had not met their particular needs.
Another seven percent (2) of the questionnaires were -eturned
from Directors in non-public schools. Each Director reported
that her school had not fulfilled all requirements for partici-
pation in the Right to Nead Program, and hence, was not con-

sidered a Right to Read school.

In another instance, it was reported that the district's
2rogram was not the result-of Right to Read, and hence, the
district was under no obligation to ses to it tia=i the question-
naire was completed. Thus, in 69 percent (22) of the cases in
which questionnaires were returned unanswered, the reason unde.--
lying the decision was lack of participation or conflict in
participation with the State’'s comprehensive plan. Also,
approximately 15 percent (5) of the guestionnaires were sant to
incorrect addresses and subsequently returned to the sender.

It should be noted tkhat all t™-2se questionnai ‘es were sent
to addresses suppiied by the R:sht to Read Director in each
State. This does not indicate a high level of communication

between State and local Right to Read Programs.

F. Summary

At the Ltate level, maintaining an effective communication
svst:m receives high priority. Communication activities focus
primarily upon needs assessment and technical assistance. The
emphasis upon training in organization and administration
indicates the importance placed upon local level communication

svstems.

At the local level, there is considerable communication .n
the area of slow achievers. Both State and local personnel
indicate tiiat more subs rt of Right to Read is needed from

teachers, indicating . need to more e_fectively communicate
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to teachers the purposes and practices of the Right to Read
Frogram.

While general indications are that communication between
the Stzte and local level is effective, the analysis of the
non-completed mail-out questionnaires indicates some
communications lag between State and local district Right to

Read Programs.
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COMPREHENSIVE PLAN OF ACTION

To what extent are the States developing a comprehensive
plan to encompass all activities to i.wve toward the
elimination of illiteracy? What are the indicators of
accomplishment?

A. State-Level Analysis

Developing a comprehensive plan to encompass all activities
to move toward the elimination of illiteracy is rated highly by
State level personnel. Fifty-eight percent (18) of the Chief
State School dfficers, 55 percent (17> of the State Right to Read
Girectors, and 5 percent (20) of the State Assistant Superinten-
dents for Instruction rate this objective as one of the five most

important in the State.

Planning activities are taking place in the majority of
“tates to involve all diztricts in the State in the Right to Read
Program. Seventy-four percent (23) of the State Right to Read
Directors rzport that by the median year 1977 all districts in
their States will be participating in Right to Read. However,

26 percient (8) of the Directors indicate there will never be
complete district participation in Right to Read in their States.

Analvses w=zr2 performed to determine if there was any
relationship between the demographic (background) variables
associated with the State Right to Read Directors, and statewide

participation in the Right to Read Program.
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There was no statistical relationship between the number of hours
worked on Right to Read activities and when the Director predicted
that all districts in the State would be participating in Right
to Read. Nor was there any statistical relationship between when
the Director predicted full State participation and her/his sex,
age, salary, educational degree, or who she/he reports to in the
SEA. Sixty-one percent (19) of the State Directors indicate that
districts have dropped out of participation in the Right to Read
Program, and 48 perceat (15) of them report loss of the local
District Right to Read Director as the reason for the district:
dropping out. Twenty-three percent (7) of the [ivectors also
relate desire on the part of the district to terminate their
participation in the program as the reason behind the districts

dropping out of the program. .

B. Local District Analycis

At the local district level, 43 percent (40) of the District
Superintende.its/Assistant Superintendents for Instruction report
that all schools in their district are already participating in
the Right to Read Program. Another 18 percent (17) of them pre-
dict that full district participation will be implemented hy 1981.
Only 15 percent (12) of the District Superintendents/Assistant
Superintendents for Instruction report no plans to involve every

school in the district in their Right to Read Program.

A major reason underlying the lack of complete district
participation at this point in time seems to be lack of funds.
Ten percent (9) of :he Distric. Superintendents/Assistant Super-
intendents tor Instruction indicate the- nnot include some
interestad schools in Right to Read bec. .- :f lackx of resources
necessary to provide Right to Read to all buildings. Another 11
percent (10) of them state that more funds are needed to expand
the Rignt to Read Program. Also, 18 percent (126) of the local
district Right to Read Directors (mzil-out) say Right to Read
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would be discontinued in their district if the State no longer

received funding.

However, there is a link between full district participation
in Right to Read and wiiether the local district Right to Read
Director works full-time or part-time on Right to Read activities.
Cf the 93 local district Right to Read Directors interviewed, all
11 full-time Directors could indicate a point :n time when full
district participation in Right to Read would 2xist. Of the 82
part-time Directors, 63 percent (52) could indicate such a point
in time. Thus, there is a 59 percent better success rate in the
case of the full-time district Directors. Table 17.1 shows the
distribution of the Directors who work full-time vs. those who
work part-time, and when they predict full district participation

in Right to Read.

Summary
The objective of establishing a comprehensive plan i: R

as important by State-level personnel. The major reason: . . its
lack of full implementation at this point in time in mary Staies
is lack of resources to effectively reach all districts in 2
short span of time. Where local districts can afford 2z u:ii-time
Right to Read Director, rull implementation occurs with wore
success.

-
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SUMMARY

There are several important findings in this study. Sum-

marizations of the essential features of these findings are

presented below.

A. Reading as a Top Priority

State Educational Agencies and Local Educational Agencies
have been successful in establishing reading as a top priority.
The following are indications of the priority pléced on reading:

ninety-two percent (23) of the Chief State School
Officers report that reading is cited as a major educa-
tional objective by the State Board of Education or
that an official proclamation has been issued by the
Governor's office in support of the Right to Read

effort;

over half of the State and local level personnel ranked

establishing reading as a top priority (first or
second out of eight) as being essential for the success

of the Right to Read Program in the State;

teachers and administrators reported that students'’
attitudes towards reading have improved, they spend
more time reading, and their library and/or classroom
book usage has increased;

teachers and administrators report that teachers spend
more time preparing to teach reading, and their inter-
action with colleagues and administrators regarding
reading has increased; and

b
L
¢
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[ principals/administrators report spending more time in
administering reading programs, and interacting with
teachers, students and other administrators.

B. Training

Providing training for Local Educational Agency Right to
Read Directors is rated as one of the five most important ob-
jectives in the State by 71 percent (22) of the State Right to
Read Directors. The importance of this objective is corrobor-
ated by the fact that there were 904 local district Right to
Read Directors trained in the first program year, 1,600 in the
second program year, 2,028 in the third program year, and 150
in the fourth program year in these States. In addition, at
least 2,870 principals and 9,267 teachers have received State-
provided Right to Read training. Table 18.1 illustrates the
major areas of emphasis in first year training provided by the

State program to lo:cal Directors.

TABLE 18.1: CONTENT AREAS EMPHASIZED IN TRAINING AS REPORTED
BY THE LOCAL DISTRICT RIGHT TO READ DIRECTORS

CONTENT AREA FREQUENCY PERCENT
Curriculum development 294 43
Organization and administration 411 60
Basic reading skills instruction 329 48
Evaluation of reading programs 325 47
Strategy planning 285 41
Diagnostic/prescriptive approach 292 43

On the average, the local district Directors report
receiving slightly fewer hours of training than the number
required by the State. However they report that they are

18.
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satisfied with the quantity of training they have received, and
the content has been useful in enabling them to fulfill their

roles as Right to Read Directors.

C. Technical Assistance

The use of workshops and conferences as the means of de-
livering technical assistance served a useful purpose in the
formative years of the State's Right to Read Programs in intro-
ducing a large number of personnel to the generalized concepts
of the Right to Read Program. According to the State Right
to Read Directors, almost three fourths of the local district
Directors have attended at least four conferences and/or work-

shops in the past year.

Local district Right to Read Directors indicate the need
for technical assistance that is specifically related to their
district needs, and that may be requested as needed.

TABLE 18.2: LOCAL DISTRICT RIGHT TO READ DIRECTORS' RATINGS
OF TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE RECEIVED FROM THE STATE

THE TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE RECEIVED FROM THE STATE WAS:
rully darely Not at all
Sufficient Sufficient Sufficient
ARCA OF TECHNICAL for district |for district for district No
ASSTISTANCE needs needs needs Response

Freg Pct {Frec Pct Freg Pct | Freq Pt
individualizing instruc-
t16a 377 35 159 23 91 13 60 ]
Amassiag public support 273 41 191 28 134 19. 84 12
Train:ing tators 239 33 80 2 149 22 59 14
worxinl with the
non-nupiic¢ school scctor 133 27 113 16 185 27 201 29
Training in program
management 366 53 150 22 38 13 83 12
Educating parents 241 35 203 29 147 21 96 14 !

v. |
gvaluating program 362 53 153 22 33 12 89 1-3‘}
18.3
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D. Teacher Certification

Table 18.3 illustrates the changes in teacher certification
that have occurred in the past two years that might affect the
Right to Read Program. In one third of the States, changes have
occurred that potentially affect Right to Read.

TABLE 18.3: CHANGES IN TEACHER CERTIFICATION OCCURRING IN
- THE PAST TWO YEARS

CHANGES FREQUENCY PERCENT
Establishment of a certification 10 32
for reading specialist or TesSOurcs

person

Increase in requirements for 10 32
reading teacher

Increase in requirements for 12 39
reading specialist or resource

person¥

#This figure includes those States in which both establishment
of and increase in requirements for reading specialist or
resource person occurred in the past two years. For this
reason, this figure 1is different from that reported in

Volume II.

E. Adult Basic Education

Eighty-nine percent (25) of the Directors of State Adult
Basic Education report that the Right to Read Program has ad-
dressed adults' rteading needs. Eighty-six percent of the Adult
Basic Education Directors indicate that they understand the
goals and objectives of the State Right to Read Program. And,
79 percent (22) of the State Adult Basic Education Directors
have attended workshops or conferences sponsored by Right to
Read. Thus, the Right to Read Program has shown indications of
having addressed the needs of adults at the State level.

196
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However, only 19 p2rcent (6) of the States have conducted an
assessment of adult needs in reading sinze the inception of Right
to Read in the State. And, at the local level, in 45 percent
(14) of the States no lccal Adult Basic Education programs were
found that were coordinated with the local Right to Read program.
In 29 percent (9) of the States, one local Adult Basic Education
program (out of three potential programs) was found to be co-
ordinated with the local Right to Read Program.

F. Effective System of Communication

At the State level, maintaining an effective system of
communication receives high priority. Communication activities
focus primarily upon needs assessment and technical assistance.
The emphasis upon training in organization and administration
indicates the importance placed by the States upon communication
at the local level. While communication between the State and
local level is effective, both State and local personnel indicate
that more support of Right to Read is needed from teachers.

Thus, a weak link in the area of communication appears to be
communicating the Right to Read Program to teachers.

G. Comprehensive Plan of Action

The objective of establishing a comprehensive plan to encom-
pass all activities to move toward the elimination of illiteracy
is rated as important by State-level personnel. According to
the State Director, the major reason for its lack of full imple-
mentation in many States is lack of resources to effectively
reach all districts in a short span of time. According to the
District Superintendent/Assistant Superintendent for Instruc-
tion, where local districts can afford a full-time Right to
Read Director, full district implementation of Right to Read
occurs with more success. Where part-time local district
Directors are employed, there are more problems in fully im-

nlementing the Right to Read Program.

18.5
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H. Role of the State and Local District Right to Read Directors

The role of both the State and local district Right to Read
Director is one which requires coordination of the Right to Read
Program with other reading program areas. As such, these posi-
tions require a degree of authority with which to implement
coordination activities. The State Right to Read Director is
typically a full-time Director and has the authority vested in
a SEA line position. While most State Directors are full-time,

most local Directors are part-time.

The major problems with the role of the local Director as
it presently exists are lack of time and lack of staff support.
Local district Directors who rTeport directly to the District
Superintendent/Assistant Superintendent ¥or Instruction have a
position of greater authority than those who report to a
principal. And, districts in which there is a full-time local
Director report more emphasis on reading, higher student scores,
and fewer problems implementing the program. As mentioned in A
Chapter 2, it is difficult to discern the causal variable here
(higher scores or full-time director) without further study.

I. Coordination of Right to Read with Other Reading Programs

The Task Force has been set up in the State Educational
Agency to act as the body which coordinates the Right to Read
Program with other reading programs. Data from the State Right
to Read Director and State Assistant Superintendent for In-
struction indicate that coordinational activities are carried
out by them, rather than by the Task Force.

J. Dissemination and Amassing Public Support

Dissemination and amassing public support activities are not

18.6
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high priority activities in the State Educational Agency.
conduct of these activities is the stated responsibility of
the Advisory Council, and it has been indicated in State and
local level ratings that the Advisory Council is not effective

in dissemination or in amassing public support.

Local district Directors have received considerable training
in dissemination techniques, but according to the District
Superintendent/Assistant Superintendent for Instruction, most
local districts do not have the necessary resources in terms of
finsnces or a full-time Director to effectively conduct dis-

semination and amassing public support activities.

K. Equitable Distribution of Services

Thirty-nine percent (12) of the States use the following
criteria to distribute Right to Read services to school districts
in the State:

e geographic representation; and

e student population.

The major criterion used to select local districts for participa-
tion in Right to Read in the remaining 61 percent (19) of the
States is willingness of the local district to comply with the

terms of the agreement/contract.

L. Evaluation, Measurability, and Feasibility of Objectives

Over two-thirds of the States and over half of the districts
visited indicate that evaluation of the Right to Read Program
has taken place. Technical assistance in evaluation has been
provided to over half of the districts by the State. Evalu-
ation results have been used to modify training programs and

methods of reading instruction.

18.7
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State and local district personnel report general satis-
faction with the National Right to Read Objectives and with
the individual States' program objectives. The majority of
the States have developed measurable and feasible objectives,
which span the areas listed in Table 18.4.

However, there is no evidence of State Right to Read Program
emphasis on the evaluation of the measurability and feasibility of
local district objectives. There 1s no apparent emphasis placed on
accomplishment of activities according to timelines or the evalua-
tion of the accomplishment of these objectives.

M. Needs Assessment

It is reported that needs assessments in reading have been
conducted in 93 percent (29) of the States and 91 percent (83)
of the districts. However, a critical area for improvement in
needs assessment activities is the assessment of adult needs.
Nineteen percent (6) of the States have conductedlan assessment
of adult needs in reading since the inception of Right to Read
in the State.

N. Projection of Total Participation in Right to Read*®

Seventy-four percent (23) of the State Right to Read Di-
rectors report that every district in their State is either
presently participating, OT will be participating in the near
future, in the Right to Read Program. Table 18.5 depicts the
projected years by which Right to Read will be incorporated in
a1l districts in the States. As shown in this table, one
fourth of the State Directors never expect all districts in
their State to participate in the Right to Read Program.

As can be seen from Table 18.6, 48 percent (45) of the
District Superintendents/Assistant Superintendents for In-
struction in the districts visited for on-site data collection
report that all schcols within their districts will be par-
ticipating in the Right to Readi Program by the end of 1976.

%*These data were obtained from information presented in
Volume II - State Profiles.
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TABLE 18.4: MAJOR AREAS OF ACTIVITY REFLECTED IN STATE

OBJECTIVES
. NUMBER OF | PERCENT OF

AREAS OF ACTIVITY STATES STATES
Statewide Organization and 28 91
Coordination
Reading as Top Priority 14 45
Planning 20 65
Needs Assessment 25 80
Reading Program Adoption 21 68
or Development
Training 29 94
Technical Assistance 29 94
Dissemination 28 91
Amassing Public and 30 97
Professional Support
Teacher Certification 14 45
'Criteria of Excellence 22 71

| Evaluation 26 84

18.9
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TARLE 18.5: YEAR BY WHICH RIGHT TO READ WILL BE IMPLEMENTED
IN ALL DISTRICTS IN THE STATE

YEAR NUMBER OF STATES PERCENT OF STATES
Presently 1 3
1975 1 3
1976 K] 10
1977 3 10
1978 5 16
1979 0 0
1980 10 32
Never 8 26
TOTAL 31 100
—

TABLE 18.6: YEAR BY WHICH RIGHT TO READ WILL BE IMPLEMENTED
IN ALL SCHOOLS IN THE DISTRICTS VISITED FOR SITE
DATA COLLECTION

YEAR FREQUENCY PERCENT
A1l are now participating 39 42
1975 1 1
1976 5 5
1977 6 7
1978 2 2
1979 2 2
1980 1 1
1981 1 1
Not part of present plans 14 15
Don't know 20 22
Data unavailable 2 2
TOTAL 93 100

18.10
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0. Effect of the Loss of Federal Funding for Right to Read*

Table 18.7 illustrates the responses of the State-level
officials who related what would happen to the Right to Read
Program in their State if Federal funding should cease. It may
be noted from the table that 58 percent (15) of the Chief State
School Officers, 43 percent (13} of the State Right to Read
Directors, and 43 percent (13) of the State Assistant Superin-
tendents for Instruction indicated that the Right to Read Proe«
gram would definitely continue in some capacity in their States

if Federal funding were terminated.

P. Findings from Cross-Tabulation Analyses

As part of the analyses of project data, over 2,000 corre-
lations, cross-tabulations and analyses of variance were per-
formed to determine if particular program descriptive variables
related to positive indicators of program impact. Examples of
these relationships include the educational level of the State
Right to Read Director and prediction of full State partici-
pation in Right to Read; attributes of the Advisory Council and
how effectively dissemination and amassing public support activi-

ties have been implemented, etc.

A major finding as a result of all these analyses is that
there were fewer statistically significant relationships than
one would expect, even by chance, using a .05 level of signifi-
cance. In fact, of the roughly 2,000 analyses, less than 50

proved significant.

The few significant relationships, such as the linkage be-
tween full-time local Right to Read Directors and the prediction
of full district participation in Right to Read, have been re-
ported in the body of this report and elsewhere in this chapter.
However, we view the lack of significant relationships as being

nighly important in its own right. The reason this is important

*These data were obtained from information presented in
Volume II - State Profiles.
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TABLE 18.7: EFFECT OF FEDERAL FUNDING FOR RIGHT TO READ

THE STATE WOULD:

CHIEF STATE
SCHOOL
OFFICER

STATE RIGHT
TO READ
DIRECTOR

STATE ASSISTANT
SUPERINTENDENT
FOR INSTRUCTION

Continue the Right to
Read Program using
their own resources

10

11

Continue the Right to
Read Program in a
Diminished Capacity

Continue the Right to
Read Program only if

other resources were

found

Discontinue the Pro-
gram

Did not reply/did not
interview/did not
know
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is that the lack of significant findings indicates homogeneity

of data describing the program characteristics. Such homo-
geneity is highly unusual in a National program of this type
considering the varying amounts of funds received and the indivi-

dual differences that usually occur between various State Depart-

ments of Education.

Thus, it mav be concluded that, for the most par®, the 31
States are implementing the 16 National Objectives and their
underlying activities in the same manner. This can be inter-
preted to mesan that the Right to Read strategy has been adopted
as a viable strategy and has been implemented to some éextent
across the 31 States. Thus, the training and support activities
nrovided by Naticnal Right to Read, and the comparatively little
money provided to the States, has provided a substantial impetus

ir developing viable State stzrategies in reading.
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